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D r a f t M i n u t e s
R ive r Bas in F i sher ies Task Force

November 2 9 - 3 0 , 1994
K l a m a t h F a l l s , Oregon

N o v e m b e r 29

1. Convene meeting.

At 8:00 AM the meeting was convened by Chairman Bill Shake with a quorum of
members and alternates present (Attachment 1). Shake welcomed the Task Force
(TF), announced that meetings are open to the public, encouraged public input
into the TF process, and reminded everyone of the purpose of the TF under the
Klamath Restoration Act. The TF members introduced themselves.

2. Discussion/adoption of Agenda and Past Minutes^

Additions to agenda:

Kent Bulfinch's clarified that Agenda Item 18 is about the developing
the capability of drawing from storage at Iron Gate and Copco to
alleviate quantity, quality, and timing problems of flow downstream of
Iron Gate.

Tom Stokely asked to add item requesting TF support/ endorsement for
Trinity County's request to the Babbitt to make available 50,000 acre
feet (AF) under the 1955 Trinity River Act. (Agenda Item #22)

Dave Solem asked to add an item for a presentation by Klamath Water
Users Association (KwUA) regarding surveys done on the Klamath River.
(Agenda Item #23)

Bill Shake declared the Agenda (Attachment 2) stands with the above additions.

Adoption of past minutes:

** Motion (Bulfinch): Move to accept past minutes.

*** Consensus.

3. Correspondence

H a m i l t o n provided a verbal rev iew of recent w r i t t e n correspondence ( A t t a c h m e n t
3, Agendu.c, Handouts A through G) which TF members should be aware of. There
were no ques t ions .

4 . Upper Bas in Aji;enc.r.ent

Status (D. _Splere/E. Miller): (Solem) In the packet in front of you have
progress (Handout H and I) regarding Agendum 4 which has led up to this
meeting. The only addition would be that in August at the Technical Work
Group meeting, Dave Vogel and I met with Elwood Miller and Craig Benz of the
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Klamath Tribe Co discuss where they're going and what progress would be from
this point on. The process has been a very long, drawn out process without
many results to pass around. 1 can assure you that there has been a
tremendous amount of progress and a lot of work put into this Upper Basin
Amendment (DBA). Portions have been completely done, however, the whole thing
isn't in draft form to present to the TF at this time.

What we propose to do is finish the draft without going back and forth, then
hand the finished product over to the Klamath Tribe for their review, then at
this point meet with the ad-hoc committee and try to get some recommendation
from the committee. I notice that in the package that we're talking about 60
days public notice for the meeting. My recommendation is that we would plan
on having a draft for the TF at the February 16-17 meeting, and at that point
you could decide whether to public notice or public review.

Miller; I feel the Water Users will try to get that completed by February.
We hope that all can get this thing done, however, we reset agenda items to
get it done for two years now, but have been unsuccessful. We need to get it
done by February.

Bulfinch: A complete review of TF activities is due by statute in mid 1995.
A draft UBA should be in hands of TF 60 days prior to deadline for the Mid
Term Review due in 1995, so that the UBA can be considered part of the
evaluation. We need sufficient time for the TF members to review it
completely and be in a position to understand and accept what public comments
may come in. If a draft is in hand by the February meeting, it would make the
timetable for acceptance in concurrence with the 1995 program review.

Miller: At the June meeting, the TF called for a final draft. What we need
is an extension of the final draft deadline to February.

Shake: UTiat you are saying is that by February the ad-hoc committee would
have a draft they felt comfortable with to present to the TF for their review?

Solem: That's our goal.

Shake: Following that, the TF would then at the June meeting be prepared to
discuss and send out for a 60 day public comment period, and at the following
fall meeting the TF would be prepared to make a decision to adopt or not to
adopt the amendment, is that the sequence?

Miller: Its my recollection that public comment has already taken place and
further comment on the floor would be reinventing the wheel [Elwood, please
clarify].

Solem: 1 don't know exactly what the public process needs to be. In the letter
it says the rr.eeting would be public noticed at least 60 days . in advance.' If
we did it at the February meeting, then anytime after the 60 days were up
following the rr.eeting, the TF could then vote upon adoption of the amendment.



Bingham: Lee me see if 1 understand the process you have outlined. The Water
User's Association would develop the draft, then p^ss it over to the Klamath
Tribe for review, is that correct?. .

Shake: That is correct. .

Bingham: So, you're not starting over, you're working off the what's already
been developed which back at the start was based or. the original UBA. So, are
any elements of the original amendment left- intact, or are you starting all

over again?

Solem: We tried to leave it intact and in the same format, which is part of
the problem, to now revise in this format. We had several meetings with the
Klamath Tribes, ad-hoc committee meetings, and all along we've taken public
comments from Klamath Falls introduced along the way. So its really a
consolidation of all those comments. Its just that now we need get a rough
draft completed rather than try to hash out words.

Bingharo: How will the public throughout the Basin have the opportunity to
comment meaningfully to us on this plan before we adopt it?

Solem: Again I will refer you to KRFRO staff. There was a letter with an
envelope sent out requesting comments on the draft, but I can't remember
exactly what that was.

Hamilton: At the last meeting it was agreed that the process is to have a
draft reviewed by the TF sent out and that would start the 60 day clock, is
that correct Ron?

Iverson: Yes, and we sent out a questionnaire as to whether individuals
wanted to get copies of the draft amendment, with the intent that we would
provide a copy to them when the draft was available. This would enable them
to look at it and presumably comment at the following TF ir.eeting. That was
the sense of vhat came out of the June TF meeting; that comments would be
brought back to the TF meeting and made there.

Bingham: One concern 1 have hearing this is that there be some level of
opportunity for folks over on the coast (who are very much affected by all of
this) to have the same input as has been available for the past year in this
area.

Shake: I have a concern that the TF see the draft first and agree with it
before it goes out for public comment. 1 prefer to listen to the public
comments and if everyone is supportive of the draft amencnient then let's adopt
it. So it sounds like we'll add a meeting somewhere in February. But, Kent
you v.-anted it 60 days in advance of a TF meeting?

Eulfinch: Not necessarily, the 60 davs is for public review. It has nothing
to do with the TF but the TF should have some notice to review it before they
.-.dopt it, or accept it subject to public comment.



M i l l e r : It seems like this is the same discussion we've had at the last
rreecing and come to the conclusion chat we've already had public comment on it
and that we've had public comment on the DBA two tiir.es already. It sounds
like.what we're trying to do is take some steps backward and redoing the whole
process .

Kent Bulfinch: Yes, 1 don't think we're putting in an extra step, what we're
trying to do get meaningful vote at a regularly scheduled meeting, not have to
have an extra meeting where we get everyone together. I don't believe the
public comment needs to be in person (face to face) with the TF. If we can be
assured that prior to the February meeting we can have a week or two ahead of
time to review the draft and agree that this is the one that we want to get
public comment on. If people disapprove, the next TF meeting in June would be
the place to comment, rather than scheduling a special TF meeting to do it.

5. Public Comment

Shake: Hearing no public comment, do we have a motion?

6. Acti.on: Decision on how to proceed with the Upper Basin Amendment

**Motion (Bulfinch): I move that the TF review the Draft of the DBA submitted
by the ad-hoc committee prior to the February meeting, with the view that we
will proceed with public comment (if the Draft is accepted) for final action
at our June TF meeting.

Shake: Any. further discussion?

Orcutt: I'm on the ad-hoc subcommittee referred to and ray only comment is that
1 know at the February meeting going on a year ago now that there was a lot of
comment to the effect that we're not moving quick enough. I still don't see
where the delays have occurred and wonder if we are faced with water shortage
again, will it interfere with abilities to keep moving on this?

Crawford: The decision that Kike referred to was a conscious decision on part
of the upper basin constituency to divert our efforts away from completion of
the DBA and toward issues which are more pressing to the upper basin folks. I
also am in favor of the public process. However, there has to be an end to
this thing. We can only open it to public review so ir.any times, as the
Chairman knows, we had a public comment period in Klamath Falls and received a
vast amount of comments which were incorporated into the draft they intend to
present in February. If issues keep changing, if water conditions remain
critical, maybe Mike's right, things could stall again. But it will be the
position of the Water User's to move forward, to have this draft in hand in
February as best they can. Kost of the work has been done; there are not very
many days of work to having a completed project.

***Consensus.

2 2. I t e m reques t ing TF support /endorsement for T r i n i t y Coun ty ' s request to
the I n t e r i o r Secretary to make available 50,000 AF under the 1955 Tr ini ty
River A c t .



Tom Stokely provided Che TF with the letter from the Trinity County Board of
Supervisors (Handout DD.) to Secretary Babbitt and Background Information
(Handout FF).

Stokely: When Congress passed the Trinity. River Act in 1955, one section
provided flows specifically for fishery purposes and there was another section
that provided 50,000 acre feet to Humboldt County and downstream water users.
That particular provision was added into the Act just a month before the bill
was passed by Congress because of the number of objections by Huraboldt and Del
Norte counties and other downstream users who felt that damming the Trinity
River would deprive them of water for their beneficial use. Water was first
impounded in 1960. Since that time, none of the 50,000 af has ever been
provided and we believe there is justification for the release of that water.
The water would be used for white water boating and recreation in the Trinity
as veil as community development. The Trinity County board of supervisor's
position is that as there is more development along the river the water will
be taken from preconditioned use for community development. What I would ask
from the TF is that they endorse sending a letter to the Secretary supporting
sending Trinity Counties position on this. What the county is asking
(Humboldt County is taking a position on this as we spesk) is that the water
be made available in 1995 and 1996 and at the same time the use of the water
be evaluated in an Environmental Impact Statement being prepared for the
Trinity River restoration effort, the Departmental document for the
Secretarial decision that is expected in 1996 on permanent Trinity River
instream flows. The letter from the Hoopa tribe (Handout EE) in support makes
it very clear that this water is not intended for fishery purposes; however,
we believe that there can be conjunctive beneficial uses to the fishery by use
of the water. The proposed schedule that we are looking at would be to
release an additional 250 cfs from Lewiston Dam into the Trinity, July 1-
September 15. That vater would be available for co.Tjnunity purposes but .
primarily for white water boating. Since 1992 when the Lujan decision went
into effect, white vater boating has increased 1000 percent in the Trinity.
We believe this is a beneficial use to the area of origin. An additional 250
cfs going into the lower river during the hottest part of the year would
provide significant benefits to the salmon fishery. We are asking that
Interior fulfill a promise made 39 years ago; its in the Federal Act of 1955,
its also in the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) California water permits.

Solem: Has Bureau of Reclamation/Department of Interior commented on whether
they feel this is in addition to the flows; or why hasn't that water been
utilized?

Stokely: There have been a couple of Interior Solicitor's opinions which state
that they believe that the 50,000 AF is part of instream flows for fisheries.
And therefore we should si:eal the water from the fis";. as 've develop along the
Trinity.

Shake: Is it the BOR's position that 50k AF is part of the 340k that was
involved in the Secretarial decision?.

Stokely: That is correct. Even though there was no mention of the 50,000 and
the Secretarial decision was specifically related to fishery flows, not to the



o'.her beneficial uses in the basin. We also note chat in congressional record -
t't ?re were again two separate provisions, one for instreara flows for fish and V
another for 50V. AF for Humboldt County and other downstream users.

Fletcher: 1 speak in support of the request. May be indirect benefits for
fisheries resources and that is important.

Vest: 1 have a concern about disproportionate increases in Trinity river
flows and the "naturalness" of this". We're regulating the Klamath river, yet
not increasing flows in the Klamath; we've jumped the flows into the Trinity
significantly. With artificially high flows in the Trinity, relative to
natural contribution of the Trinity to the Klamath system, what are we doing
to fish populations? What are current flows at Weitchpec during the April to
September period compared to the Klamath versus what they would be under the

new regime?

Stokely: I don't have that answer. Currently flows are about 450 cfs during
the July 1 through September 30 period. What we would propose is to increase
them to 800 cfs during that period or their may be larger releases earlier in
the year to more closely mimic natural conditions, for instance the average
natural pre-dam flow at Lewiston for the month of July is about 800 cfs. We
share your concerns and this is one of the reasons we will have an evaluation
of the use of the 50,000 AF in an E1S. In the mean time we want flows
released so we can look at different ways of using it and see what the impacts
are, but at the same time we'll evaluate it in an environmental document.

Fletcher: Its his understanding that flows in Trinity are aimed at mimicking
natural processes. Just because there maybe some flow issues on the Klaraath
side is not a reason to fail to address issues we need to on the Trinity side.
We need to do the get best ve can all over the basin and when the opportunity-
arises, we need to jump on i:.

Rhode: We're not really at the rcicro management stage yet in flow management.
The water is controlled on both Trinity and Klamath sides upstream and it's
splitting hairs to use the ecosystem argument to not advocate use of the water
that was originally agreed upon during the legislation.

Bingham: Because of a whole chain of events connected with the decline of the
resource, including harvest allocation decisions, the Salmon fishing Industry
has been restricted from any harvest on the north coast targeting any
Klamath/Trinity stocks so our fishery is now solely dependent on Sacramento
stocks. The document before us states that there are potentially negative
effects on fisheries in the Sacramento River resulting from this action.
Generally ve support the. philosophy of getting water back in the river it's
supposed to be in, but we have rrixed feelings on this issue and will probably
stand aside on the vote on this motion.

Mclnnis: From National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) point of view ve have
the endangered winter run chinook on the Sacramento. This Trinity River water
is part of the mix potentially which is necessary to keep the temperatures
down in the stretch of the Sacramento where winter run fish spawn. I'm not
convinced that the 50,000 is vital to the mix. In a dry year this arrount

t



could be significant contribution to flows. Any changes to Trinity releases
would have to be reviewed under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).
1 don't intend to stand in the way of the motion but share Nat's gut feeling
that the water ought to be in the river of origin. However, we are now
deal, ing with a much more complex ecosystem.

Benthin: Its a water budget issue more than anything; If you take 50,000 out
of storage on the Trinity, do you foresee how this would be allocated?

Stokely: The Counties' position is that water would corae from exports to the
Central Valley project that would not affect carry over to the Trinity
project. In fact, one thing we would like to investigate in the environmental
document is the last 35 years of nonrelease of the water to be made as a carry
over storage requirement in Trinity lake for temperature control both on the
Trinity and Sacramento Rivers [Tom, please clarify this point].

Bingham: Your position is that if the water were taken it would be deducted
from exports from the Sacramento Bay delta system?

Stokely: Yes.

Bingham: Could we get a guarantee on that?

Stokely: Not without a carryover storage. We have carryover storage that
could be a guarantee, but aside from this it's a shell game.

Orcutt: I'm in support of this amount of water in addition to the water for
fishery needs. 1 would suggest that concerns be addressed, answered, or
explained better in the flow evaluation annual report. The argument to
continue using the water to mitigate impacts to Sacramento fish I find
disturbing. It doesn't make common sense to use one basins water to mitigate
fish habitat eisevhere.

Shake: If white water rafting and kayaking have increased 1000 percent in time
of drought, what's another 50,000 AF going to do? Even with existing flows,
rafting has become very popular.

Stokely: The increase in flows would provide a more reliable resource and help
build clientele when flow conditions are predictable. Again, we intend to
evaluate all environmental effects of this issue in the Trinity River EIS/EIR.
The temperature issues, Sacramento River issues, historic flow issues,
potential for dewatering of redds, all will be looked at in the EIS/EIR for
consistency with fishery needs.

o'jlf inch: VThite water rafting and economic benefits are not a TF issue. To
support the 50,0'JO AF as a TF issue, it needs to be directly related to
enhancing ar.adro:: ous fishery resources or have no effect on the fishery before
we can approve it.

Stokely: I agree. I suspc-.ct there will be a lot of discussion over the next
two days over how flows have been inadequate. I am sure another 250 cfs



during the summer would benefit; returning adults and perhaps smolts as well ins"
the lower river.

Shake: What Kent meant to say, chough, was that strictly from a recreational
benefit perspective, support is outside of our authority. But if this volume
of water were to provide clear benefits to fishery resources, we could provide
comments. 1 support up to the point of including in the EIS process both for
the Trinity and the overall Central Valley EIS so you can look at the whole
picture and see how interrelated. Beyond that I can't support it, but if the
TF wants to write the Secretary in support I'll step back and not participate

in the vote.

Bingham: I agree. I too, would be prepared to abstain from objecting, provided
that our letter reflect the concerns just before this body which include the
fact that water diverted from the Trinity to the Sacramento is being used to
mitigate fishery impacts due the operation of the Central Valley project
delivery. We all need to understand that the winter run in the Sacramento
only exists today because of cold water releases below Shasta Dam. Access to
historic spawning grounds have been denied because of the construction of this
dam. The cold water provided though Whiskeytown lake partially mitigates the
operations of the Central Valley project. Any letter should reflect those
concerns for the entire ecosystem.

Shake: Tom, would it be acceptable that the TF draft a letter to the Secretary
supporting the review of the 50,000 AF in the ElS/environreental document,
raise the concerns expressed here, but generally provide support for that in
the environmental review?

Stokely: I think so and don't want the TF to be put in a position where they
are takinc, positions on white water boating or community development since
that is not our mission.

Shake: Do we have'a motion?

**Motion (Stokely): The TF recorrjnend that the Interior Secretary support
evaluation in the Trinity River EIS/EIR of release of the 50,000 AF for
Huinboldt County and downstream users specified in the 1955 Trinity River Act,
and that the Secretary make that water available provided it is consistent
with the fishery needs of the Klamath, Trinity and Sacramento River basins.

Seconded.

**->* Consensus.

F.icess

7^ Report of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation on 1995 Kir, rath River water
O'jtlool'.arid operational plans (Mikr Ryan)

Kike emphasized that flows have been below average, lake levels remain low,
and provided a schematic of water use and diversion in the upper basin
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(Handout J). Forecast - below normal temperatures and above normal
precipitation. Water supply decisions were reviewed as follows:

1J296 Water Supply

Reclamation's Klamath Project reservoirs released 894,590 acre feet
during the 1996 water year.

Keno Dam released 650,323 acre feet during the 1996 water year.

Iron Gate Dam released 639,810 acre feet during the 1996 water year.

1995 Water Supply

It's too early in the water year to allocate the 1995 supply, A
potential listing of Klamath River coho salmon may impact water
decisions for next year.

The priority for allocation of 1995 supplies will first be to comply
with the Endangered Species Act. Then we must fulfill the Interior
Secretary's trust obligation to Indian Tribes. Water supply for
agriculture and refuges within the Klamath Project are next.

Notwithstanding the potential impact from a listing of coho, the most
difficult task is definition of Interior's trust obligation to Indian
Tribes within the Klamath River basin.

Some interests felt alienated from last year's water management process.
It is not Reclamation's intention to exclude people. We're working on a
way to improve this.

Questions:

Q. When they make their water supply forecast, the Central Valley Project uses
February 15th as first forecast and they use 90 percent exceedence as the
standard. How is it done here?

A. We get a first forecast from Soil Conservation Service (SCS) the middle
part of January. They're updated monthly thereafter, then BOR makes
determination in first part of April. Our irrigation starts later. In terras
of forecast, BOR can show a range of numbers, anywhere from 50 to 95 percent
exceedence factor and go frora there. 90 percent is more conservative; the
flip side is that then you use 90 percent its so conservative that in most
years there will be benefits that could have been received. That's the
balancing act we have to do.

Q. Assuming that Biological Opinion (BO) lake levels have been met and there
is adequate water above and beyond that, what is the EOR's position on meeting
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) minimuiris below Iron Gate?

A. BOR's position is that we have to fulfill the trust obligations to the
Tribes (Handouts K and L). A trust obligation founded in biology not



hydrology. We need to figure out what biological needs are on the river, from
that we get help from the USFWS and CDFG.

Q. Does that mc-an that BOR will be able to meet the FERC minimurcs?

A. No it doesn't. VJhat I'm saying is that BOR will look at biology. An
example is the number of redds relative to flows in this year versus 1993
(1,300 cfs and 330 redds last year; this year 900 cfs and 1600-1500). We had
a better return with lower flows; we need to look at the biological side.

Q. Are you familiar with the TF letter sent to BOR indicating our position?

A. I understand your position.

Stokley: - More redds may be related more to the sacrifices made by
commercial, sport and tribal fisheries lower in the river rather than flows in
the river.

A. I agree, there are a lot of aspects to consider.

Q. BOR is developing a policy in regard to water allocation and fish
considerations. Can you elaborate?

A. What BOR likes to have is OCAP (Operations Criteria and Procedures).
Several projects have it. The foundation of OCAP lies in water rights and
water rights are a state primacy issue. In the Klamath situation, its an
interstate issue. The foundation of an OCAP is what is BOR's legal authority
to operate the project. One thing we know is the Secretary must fulfill his
Trust obligation. At this point it is an unquantified obligation below Iron
Gate. Also at this time it has not been adjudicated within the state of
Oregon. So the Klamath lacks that OCAP foundation we have on other projects.
What do we do in the interim? We believe according to the Secretaries wishes,
that local issues need to be worked on locally. We believe we need to open up
the input process (State, Federal, public, private). If final allocation is
in April, we have a few months. We need this involvement to help make these
determinations of what water should go where. We can develop some ground
rules and sideboards until we have a federally recognized reserve water right
for the Tribes and until it has been adjudicated by the State of Oregon and
placed in the State's water rights hierarchy, it wouldn't prevent us from
going through the process like this annually until that time.

Q. When the Central Valley Project developed their OCAP, they did not do a
NEPA document. Do you feel you need to do a document for your OCAP?

A. That's a question I have for our Solicitor's Office. We have to comply
with NEPA, ESA, and FACA.. How do we comply with all of these and still
provide information.

Q. So the BOR does not recognize the FERC minimum flows as the minimum
necessary for the protection of the fishery resources, even though the USFWS
and of the CDFG and other trustee agencies agree that is the minimum level of
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protection for the fisheries? You are not accepting that advice from the

trustees?

A. Reclamation believes its obligation l i e s in biology not hydrology.

Q. But they're the biologists. What do'you mean?

A. Well, my understanding of how the FERC minimum, flow schedule was developed
it was primarily a hydrologist's determination and there was also some
biological science that went into it, but it was primarily a hydrologist's
document. I think the lion's share of the information about the biological
use of the river below Iron Gate has been gathered from recent past.

Q. So essentially then Reclamation is not accepting the advice of the
biologists from the trustee agencies? Even though the FERC minimums may in
fact be related to hydrology rather than biology, the trustees agree chat is
the minimum necessary for the resource. It is the best available information
at this time and it sounds like Reclamation is unwilling to accept that
advice?.

No answer.

Fletcher: 1 would just like to point out that just because the Tribal right
isn't quantified, the trust obligation still exists.

Ryan: Yes, it does.

Fletcher: And that means that we are going to have to come up with some
management regimes which will restore and protect the anadromous fishery
resources of the Tribes; so I think that we have had the discussion in the
past of how we would come up with some of those levels of flow necessary to
.protect those resources. 1 think you have already had some recommendations
from the Fish and xildlife Service, from the California Department of Fish and
Game, from the Tribes and from this group, from Klamath Fishery Management
Council (KFMC) , from Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC), and others
about what those groups influenced by scientists think should be adequate
flows. So that starts us in the direction of enabling you to determine what
these flows should be.

Shake: You all recall that this past year, was the first year where we were
dealing with the new stream flow study and the importance of a study which can
really quantify what are the fisheries needs below Iron Gate. I strongly urge
the TF to keep that in mind as we get into our budget process beginning next
year at the culmination of the June meeting where we can make final decisions
on vr.ere those monies are going.

I have <slso had discussion with Mike and we will discuss with the Regional
Director of EOR the importance of this study, BOP. has put in money in
cooperation with the TF to move this along and I would encourage you to talk
to your policy level folks down in Sacramento and see if we can adequately
fund this over the next couple of years. It will at least give us some more
data to make the kinds of decisions that are needed.
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1 really appreciate the development of an open process where we can get more
input into this. I think it needs to be very timely. You know, we don't have
very much time before it will be Spring and folks are going to want to water
the f i e l d s . So we need to get busy, and you need to try to keep us engaged in
the process as wel1.

Ryan: B i l l , when is your next meeting?

Shake: We will have a meeting in February.

Solem: 1 had one question for Mike. With the potential listing or whatever
impacts would be on the coho and with the unique trust obligation, has the
Secretary at this point put that obligation for water supplies completely on
Klamath Project and supplies from Klamath Lake?

Ryan: Something that we have discussed with the Department of the Interior is
the fact that without State water adjudicated, this is catch 22 situation.
There are uses junior to the Reclamation Klamath Project that at this time are
allowed to use water and clearly there seems to be a fairness issue which
needs to be raised.

Solem: Is there any intention in this process that you are developing now for
the 1995 water season to open this up further than the Klamath Project?

Ryan: 1 would like to, yes, but I will need the help of the State of Oregon
and the families who live in the watershed above upper Klamath Lake for it to
be a success.

Solem: Do.you have confidence that this will happen?

Ryan: I do not. I asked for it in the Spring of '93 and I asked for it in the
Spring of '94 from the State of Oregon and now they have no reason to believe
that it will happen in '95.

Solem: Will the Secretary at any point intervene in the process to say that
there is a fairness issue here? Is there any potential for that type of
assistance, to make it more fair?

Ryan: I cannot take it upon myself to say what the Secretary will and will not
do. I can just tell you I will put the issue in front of people who are in
the Secretary's office and ask them for some help.

Stokely: You say you asked the last couple of years, does that mean the Bureau
of Reclamation made an official petition to the State of Oregon for an
adjudi^ation of the water rights in the Klamat'n basin?

Ryan: I ssked the Director of ihe Department of Water Resources in Oregon to
put this on the table. I asked Martha Fagel personally if there was ~ot
something that we could do until an adjudication to try to come to sor.e
workable interim methodology. Right now the adjudication on the Federal side
is being handled by the Department of Justice and that egency is making the
decisions on adjudications. It is taking £ long while.
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Stokely: ] had another question about salmon listing. You said it would be
put in some kind of status for a year where it is considered. Does that ir.ean
that there would not be any federal management or actions affected by it
because it is not officially listed for a year so any impacts with that
listing would not occur until 1996 rather than '95?

Mclnnis: If there is a decision to propose the listing now, the final decision
would probably be about a year long. However there are provisions, for
Federal agencies to provide extra protection for candidate species when they
are in proposed status.

Shake: The provisions under the Endangered Species Act, once the petition is
accepted and it becomes a candidate species, it is entirely up to the
discretion of the Federal agency as to whether they want to deal with that
issue during the period between proposing and the actual final decision to
list or not to list. During that tirr.e, if they do decide to address that
issue, under the Section 7 process, they can conference with the NMFS. It is
a very similar process to consultation. They would write a biological
assessment which would outline the proposed action that they were taking and
then identify those kinds of impacts that they expected to have on a proposed
species and then outline the kinds of actions that they would take to minimize
impacts if they determine that they were going to have adverse impact. Then
the managing fisheries service would write a conference report back to the
agency either calling jeopardy or non-jeopardy situation with reasonable
prudent alternatives on how you deal with that to mitigate those actions and
then once the species is listed, then that conference report rolls over
immediately into a formal Section 7 consultation that has already been
completed and they continue on without having to make any changes to the
proposed operations.

Stokely: Veil, maybe there is someone up there who may or may not know the
impacts of the operations from proposed listing of the coho.

Shake: Good question. First, where are coho in Klamath?

Polos and Bulfinch: They are pretty rcuch throughout the whole basin. There
is not a lot of data on the impacts of the hatchery practices on the stream
and so those are treated in fish management as natural stocks. They are about
as wild as fish get around here so that they would be considered natural
stocks until data are generated otherwise.

Mclnnis: Just so we don't get too comfortable with only the distribution of
coho, there is also a status review for steelhead and that includes the
Klainath Basin. Completion of the review and recommendations from the
biologists will be done in February.

Stokely: l-'r. Chairman, I have one ir.ore question for Mike. On your schematic,
you show the two refuges but. there is no amount of water going into or out of
the refuges. Do you have the amount of vater for the refuges quantified, how
much water they need? Is there a biological amount of water that has been
quantified for the existent refuges?



Ryan: My understanding is that the U.S. Fish and W i l d l i f e Service refuge
people are working on that. If they have that number, 1 do not know what it
i s .

Benthin: Eack to the point made e a r l i e r (on releases below Iron Gate, needs of
fish, and recommendations of Trustee agencies) in their biological opinion,
the FERC n-iniimims are the minimum-need for the re-source. If that is not good
enough, whose biological opinion are you going to go by as to what is needed
for the resource? That is part one of the question. Second part is; while we
are getting the instream studies underway (this may take several years) in the
interim, how do you plan to operate to maintain the flows necessary to support
the resource? The Trustee agencies will leave the FERC minimums as their
recommendation. The absolute final question is doesn't BOR have a legal
obligation to the minimums?

Ryan: No, the FERC obligation is an obligation upon Pacific Power (now Pacific
Corp.) in their license with the United States government. There have been
court cases as to whether the FERC licensing requirements also apply to
federal entities and it has been found that they do not. Back on the biologic
side, 1 think that the majority of the work has been done in the year past. 1
am desirous of seeing any data any individual or any group has to help us make
these decisions.

Benthin: So on letterhead from Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) (Handout M) or
CDFG (Handout N), a statement that their biologists believe that recommended
flows are a minimum, that recommendation is not good enough for BOR?

Ryan: It is my experience that when people latch on to a number, they latch
onto that without a full understanding of how the FERC minimums were arrived
at-.

Benthin: Where I am getting at is, we don't want to get into problems where
we're devatering redds next Fall, where we have a trade off. We need to go
into the next irrigation season knowing how the decision on operations is
going to be made early on.

Ryan: That's what we were talking about earlier; that is we have to make that
final decision in the first part of April. I think it is important to note
that in March and in April, when we made the allocations, we allocated a
certain amount to downstream interests or downstream users, primarily a base
flow of 550 cfs. I remember that at the Klamath River Compact Commission I
talked about a volume of somewhere around 25 to 30,000 AF made available for
pulse flows and then an elevated flow in the r,:onth of September for in-
migration and we hit those targets. Now to do that, we took the level of
Upper Klar.ath Lake below elevation 6137 and then the Klc-~th Tribes were very
angry. And to do that we shut off agriculture early and the agriculture folks
were very ensr.ry about that. To do that, ve shut off the .efuges early and I
did not know how many people knew how much water vc-nt into a refuge until ve
shut the varer off. So for a period of time there this Fall, the only
commitment ve kept was flows down the river. Understanding that this body and
other groups believe this is less than is necessary for the resource.



Shake: M i k e , you or other members of the TF can help me but it seems like a
couple of years ago, that we put together a group of technical people who
lookc-d at water ru-eds below Iron Gate and this group made recommendations to
the BOF on how to operate the project during an extremely low year. Do any of
you recall that process?

Bingham: Well, I remember working on the process.

Shake: It seems like we did and we modified our recommendations as the TF and
then provided that information to the Bureau of Reclamation.

Fletcher: I was just wondering, was that based on the biological basis and the
need of the fish?

Shake: It was a biological based recommendation. May not have had all the
information you would like but it was the best guess of our technical people.

Fletcher: We participated in similar discussions earlier this year. We were
told by the BOR this is what you'll get; you tell us when you want it and
that's all you'll get. The CDFG and FWS have consistently recommended that
FERC minimums be maintained, so I question that low water year recommendations
that were made were the agencies positions.

Shake: 1 would like to lay something out for discussion by the TF and public.
This process with BOR will allocate water with public input in next 3 to 4
months. These are critical decisions for everyone involved. To be fully
prepared for these discussions and process, we need to put together a
technical group to look at info we have, minimum flows, and try to come up
with a set of recommendations from the TF based on biology for the downstream
needs of the fish. Need to start this right now and have it on the agenda at
February meeting to get preliminary ideas on where we are and perhaps reach
agreement on that as a recommendation and provide this to Mike Ryan to put
into the equation with all of the other water needs. As a discussion item
he'd like to lay this on the table and let everyone react. Then we'll move to
public comment and make a decision.

Bulfinch: One question for Mike, do you have authority to revise timing of
FERC flows?

Ryan: I do not.

Bulfinch: Is there a procedure to reopen license?

Ryan: Yes, I believe there is a mechanism which exists.

Shake: Believe we discussed the mechanism et Hoopa. But without flow studies
the move to reopen it wouldn't £,et very far.

Miller: Do you have info on how the FERC miriimur^s were determined? If not,
then how do we know whether it was hydrology or biology that went intio
determining flows in the FERC license?
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Ryan: My understanding was related by FWS employees and CDFG third hand.
Pacific Pover and Light (PPL) and FERC don't have it either. If some group
has that information, then let me see it.

Fletcher: (to Shake) Are you suggesting that a group of experts be convened,
make recommendations to TF,. then have the TF all agree? 1 could see1 a problem
with this because you may once again be stuck without a recommendation.

Shake: The TF probably couldn't agree but we need to have the technical
people take a shot at it. If the TF couldn't come to agreement, then other
parties could use the info if they so chose.

Rohde: Pooling resources is what we're taking about. The basis for FERC flow
is somewhat difficult to locate. US FWS and CDFG have expertise and numerous
years of experience and expertise in the Klamath basin. This would not
necessarily be something the technical work group (TWG) would accomplish, but
it would be a collaborative effort. Would be investing staff time and
resources to assemble what existing information is available.

Public Comment:

Mary Jackson, Yurok tribe: Mr. Ryan, please review this summer's meeting with
FERC.

[Mike Ryan summarized in response the October 6, 1994 meeting in Yreka called
by John Mudre of FERC. Extreme low flow conditions prompted this meeting.
There was still some leeway to change the flows (before fish spawned). The
group of 30 people could not come to clear agreement. As a result the BOR
kept flows at 900 cfs] ,

Dave Zepponi (KWUA) : FERC- minimurcs are not based on science, or at least it
can't be determined at this point vhere they came from. The flows may not be
in the best interest of the fish. We have done lots of research to get origin
of those flows using legal channels as well as other channels. In discussions
with Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) as well that was their
finding, that flow deterrcinations were not necessarily based upon scientific
discovery but on hydrology. With respect to water allocation, the farming
community has a significant stake, yet has been precluded from discussions.
The water users should be part of process in this year and future years.
Other point to be made here, we need instream flow studies done, how much
needed by fish. We don't have it. Note that we're having discussion for
50,000 AF for Trinity here. We have a lot of concerns about what that amount
of vster is doing environmentally downstream. No one here knows. We need more
scientific informarion. Inscream flov studies will help in that regard. It
seerr.s to be the. consensus of the TWG, but the TWG may be influenced
polities'ly. An;.' qx;c-sc.ions?

Miller: What meeting you we/e excluded from?

Zepponi: In Chiloquin on August 24th, Tribes and other agencies had meetings
wi'ch BOR and discussed water allocations. The 900 cfs was discussed. Water
users want to participate. 1 understand trust responsibilities and sovereign
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nation status, but we need to get human side in equation. We're all ready to
sit down but as long as we're outside the process you will have increased
conf1ict.

M i l l e r : The meeting was not an allocation process. It was the Tribes meeting
with the USFVS and BOR about the means that were necessary to develop treaty
reserved rights. (Help here, E. Miller). You are calling a meeting where
Tribes went in and discussed Treaty reserved rights (and the government to
government process) a meeting where we made water demands. On the other side
of the coin, we have never participated in meeting where agriculture community
has gone in and made water demands. You misinterpret the process.

Zepponi: You did demand certain flows. We had pertinent biological
information but were not privy to the discussion. This information was not
taken into account in that meeting or the subsequent decision by Mike Ryan to
increase flow at Iron Gate.

Miller: That was a separate process that goes on after. The Tribes have a
right above the public right to a government to government process to project
our needs to the BOR and USFWS as agencies which hold our rights in trust. We
have that right and don't have to have any other entity intercede.

Shake: Time out. BOR is developing process which will address Zepponi's needs.
Is this correct?

Ryan: Yes.

Fletcher: To clarify, the meeting was to define tribe relationship with BOR
which in the past has been almost non-existent. We have had discussions with
Mike regarding hov others can be brought into the process so that the best
decision for the resource can come out. Nothing happened behind closed doors.
This process with BOR regarding the Tribe's trust obligations started earlier
this year.

Killer: We still don't have the government to government relationship we need
with the BOR. We need that first. We need to set this out first before
bringing in the others. The trust obligation is needed.

Zepponi: Personally, I don't think that this is the problem. I understand the
need to establish government to government relationship. But, one of the
things which needs to be in place to do this is an instrearo flow study. To
pick FERC miniroums is inappropriate; they are not scientifically based. It is
possible that FERC minimums are not in the interest of their Trust
responsibilities or assets because you may be killing fish (with those flovs).

Miller: Ve as a tribe can't mix speculate as to whether it (the basis for
FERC RiinirTi-jjT: flows) was hydrology, biology, or politics. We need to s<-.e a
document that says these flovs are sound. When we see it we can make a
Thorough decision on whether flows need to be reevaluated. Until that tirre,
you are just another layer of speculation.
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Z e p p o n i : E x c e p t chat i f you sent the w a t e r d o w n r i v e r a t FERC m i n i m u s , y o u ' l l
d ry up lake in m c - a n t i m e , and t h a t ' s a p h y s i c a l r e a l i t y .

M i l l e r : The T r i b e s t r i e d t o a d d r e s s t h i s e a r l y on w i t h t he B O R . I t go t down
to a l l o c a t i n g the w a t e r m o r e e q u i t a b l y , r a t h e r than j u s t the BOR c o n t i n u i n g to
give 100 p e r c e n t to a g r i c u l t u r e (Ve ry ha rd to hea r - may not be r i g h t ) .

P u b l i c Comment

Bruce McCoy ( I r r i g a t i o n D i s t r i c t M a n a g e r ) : The reason the Tr ibes a r e n ' t
invi ted to our mee t ings wi th BOR is that we don ' t make demands . We go in and
sit q u i e t l y and l i s t e n to what Mike tel ls us w e ' r e going to have to work w i t h
a f t e r you have made your demand and then we go home and work wi th it.

Felice Pace ( K l a m a t h Forest A l l i a n c e ) : The idea of Technical Review Team may
not be a p p r o p r i a t e . If the TF wants a sol id , independent s c i en t i f i c basis for
f i sh need based upon i n f o r m a t i o n ava i l ab le , there are sc ien t i s t s who can do
it . Peter Moyle comes to m i n d . There is p receden t for us ing independent
s c i e n t i f i c panels on this k ind of issue. K l a m a t h Forest Al l iance (KFA) would
be happy to work w i t h others to move this f o r w a r d , but while it goes on TF
should s t ick to previous pos i t ions and with best avai lable info . As to
exclusion and inc lus ion , the environmental communi ty respects and supports the
level of government at government re la t ionsh ip wi th tribes in this case, as
well as other governments. We don ' t want to tread on it. The question is
whether any interest group w i l l have a special re la t ionship wi th the
Government . The TF should s tand behind the open process and federa l laws that
protect advisory c o m m i t t e e s . I would like Mr Ryan make a commi tmen t to not
conducting meet ings behind closed door .

Ryan: FACA binds all f e d e r a l agencies . We have a lot of people who depend on
wate r resources . I t seems f a i r that those people should be inc luded in
process of what goes w h e r e . Part of my job is to tell people what my
s ideboards a r e ; my s ideboa rds for t r i ba l t rust r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , my sideboards
for wate r r igh ts in Oregon. T h e r e ' s room for input and a d v i c e , you know my
number.

Rod Kucera (Pres ident Klamath County Farm Bureau ) : We are in an extreme
drought , Shouldn ' t we all share the burden? Or should we just go with the
FERC 1300 cfs m i n i m u m , dry up the lake for the suckers , make hundreds of
mi l l ions of dollars in damage for the agricultural community all to save the
Salmon? We should share the burden but also share the cost of some off s t ream
storage . The area wi l l be growing. An obvious solut ion to problems is off
s t ream storage p ro jec t s . I want to see the TF aggressively pursue o f f - strearr.
s torage. (Applause f r o m A u d i e n c e ) .

Ron V o o d ( ? ) : (Recreat ional I n t e r e s t s in Upper Kla.T.ath Lake) . 1994 a drought
year and lowest he ' s seen it. 1 re i t e ra te the need more for m.ore s torage f;nd
have so:rie w r i t t e n comments as wel l .

Jim O t t o m a n : (Lyne, Oregon) . You have to l ive in these valley to unders tand
what w e ' r e going through wi th this on aga in , off aga in water deal . As of
right now they don ' t know if they can f a rm next y e a r . With the revolu t ion in
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Congress, vour fate as a committee could be null and void within a year.
Oregon contributes very l i t t l e if anything to this committee and has a water
law which says water belongs to land. Up here we only generate a small
percentage of water flows in the Klamath. 1 don't understand why you aren't
down there-, Nat B., trying to stop those tributaries coming off the Trinity
Alps and store it? Why not store more water lower, it would be cool water.
(Applause from Audience)

Shake: We're not a regulatory entity as I hear assumed by the last speaker.
We implement the established Restoration plan. We're involved in the UBA. 1
hope you perceive us as a forum where we can work together. That's the
purpose of the TF, not to tell you how to use your water. The purpose of TF
is to develop restoration program that makes sense.

Bingham: I will respond to the comments directed to me. The reason we're not
advocating building dams is because as fishermen our experience has been that
almost every time dams are built anywhere, the result is the devastation of
the fishery. Even though we see benefits, very doubtful due to the track
record. Interesting that the last three speakers advocate construction of
projects or facilities, yet very correctly noted that there is a change in
Congress. We are not looking at them being willing to spend money. This
committee could be history and no money available. I hope not. But the
message you are giving us is somewhat mixed. We're being asking to spend
money to solve the problem with federal dollars that may not be there. Maybe
we need to stay focused on working with what's here and now and sharing what
is avail able.

Unidentified Speaker: I have rights with state of Oregon, but will share when
there's a shortage. No one from ag wants to eliminate salmon. I was really
disturbed by your statement about the typical best guess of your technical
people; that doesn't belong here - we need real science. The Klamath historic
regime must be remembered, there is.not much water in sunnier. Your asking for
FERC minimums which can only be maintained because of stored water. You have
to remember this and other benefits from storage. The TF changed from we'll
help to we're going to make sure this tool is what takes it away. We have got
to work this out together. I haven't seen agriculture in Klamath County take a
salmon out of that river yet, but I've seen other entities at this TF make
their living taking salmon out of river. 1 recognize Indians rights, but they
were working on a natural river, not stored water. They are the entity with
the right to the fish here and 1 have a water right. Let's work it out, but
not just grab FERC minimums, lets go with what works, not a typical best
guess.

Miller: We're not here to take away from farmers. Tribes are here to
substantiate our right within a process. We want a government to government
process ar.d work with everybody else, but we aren't getting it at the local
level. So we're stepping up process with BOR and other departmental people.
It has been difficult. The tribes have been here for thousands of years.
Everything here is a part of our lives. As the farmer sees his interests, so
we see ours. We can't fish because of lack of water; fish are a staple of our
livelihood. We did a needs assessment for the Klamath Tribe in 1988 that
showed that 70Z of their people in Klamath County live on $5000 or less a
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year. Our people's needs are met by subsistence harvest, fish and wil d l i f e .
We Coo are suffering from low lake levels and seeking relief. I hope you all
understand this. The last 100 years has been unacceptable and we're trying to
turn this around.

Stokely: For those of you that want the TF to go away, we have two
representatives from the Upper Basin farming community here on the TF. This
group operates by consensus. Without this group you IT.ay not have a seat at
the table. One thing 1 learned today is that if FERC rcinimuros met, then
19,000 AF are left. There is obviously a need to accommodate other uses in
some years. It is incumbent upon this group to develop an equitable way to get
reliable water supply for all users in the basin. I think your best bet as a
agricultural community is to work with this TF.

Rohde: There are five dams on Klamath. No issue was made of FERC minimums
until recently. The way the BOR has managed Iron Gate flows last 10 years is
that FERC minimums been used as a target. Only during the winter have these
minimums been exceeded. Only now that we're in drought phase do the concerns
start to be raised about the science behind the flows. The rationale needs to
be questioned but FERC minimums need to be maintained as conservative
protection until better scientific information is available.

8. Action: Decision on how to ensure Klamath River Restoration Program Goals
are not compromised when WY 95 water allocation decisions are made.

Shake: Any thoughts on how TF input into the BOR allocation can be improved in
the upcoming year?

Fletcher: Have already addressed this. We have addressed this at the June 22
TF meeting. We have the letter signed by you (Handout M) which spoke in
support of FERC minimum flows until better information is available.

Stokely: Rather than focus on the science behind the FERC ir:iniiy:urr:s for this
year or next years allocation, we need an equitable allocation process where
we share the pain, but don't lose resources. Need an emergency plan to avoid
train wrecks. If we're going to reduce flows, we need to do it before fish
are spawning in the river. It will happen again if we don't have a plan.

Bulfinch: Mike (Ryan) said they have no authority to change FERC flows.
However, the flow going down the river now has nothing to do with FERC
minimums. How can we allocate what water is there?

Shake: 1 remind the TF that we don't allocate; we rcske recommendations that
are biologically based to the BOR. Let's focus on hcv we can provide
meaningful input into BOR in the process. BOR makes decision. We need to
decide hov our input can be meaningful and if we can have consensus.

Bulfinch: 1 want to address this concern in my presentation tomorrow.

Solem: I was not involved in long range plan, but there are soiree obligations
of the TF to address needs of other water users in the plan the way I read it.
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Reading the plan, there is no question that there is supposed to be some
emphasis on human needs.

Bingham: 1 was involved in process. The charge still is upon us to represent
interests of the fish. Looking at the .economic side of it, the salmon
industry where 1 come from has been devastated; the fishing season was
economically meaningless. The commercial salmon fishing industry north of
Fort Bragg has been absolutely devastated and tribal fishers have suffered
tremendously. If you are going to bring In the human and economic factors,
people dependant upon fish have to be considered too. We have to represent
the interests of the fish in this matter. Above all else, we need to avoid
the politicizing of the process of determining what instream flow needs are.
Felice's point about an independent panel to peer review the results is a good
point, but we probably won't get anything useful to us this year. FERC flows
were the best information at the time, stay within the FERC flows until we
have better process.

Solero: FERC minimujus have not been met every year and minimums have been a
target. BOR has tried to figure out a balance and did a reasonable job
getting everyone through the year. In 1994, management was not that far off
from flow minimums for fish. Lake levels did dip below 4137, but after the
diversions had been shut off. I hate to see us get locked into a number
however it was developed which takes away flexibility for people who sit down
and manage instead lets sit down and come up with some equitable distribution
based on what reasonably could be the distribution for the next year.

Bingham: I agree with those thoughts, but again it is not our charge. We hope
BOR does consider all needs, and distribute the pain equally, but it should
not happen in our forum.

Shake: We need a motion.

->*Motion(Fletcher) : I roove that ve stick with recommendations that came out of
TF on June 22 motion in the letter to Mike Ryan.

Stokely: We need a consensus to do otherwise.

Shake - Reconvene at 1:00.

Lunch

**Motion Withdrawn (Fletcher and Bingham)

Discussion: No further discussion.

Shake: Let rre review vhere ve are. Position of TF remains that BOR needs to
consider irinimuni flows as defined in the FERC license in their decision ir.aking
process. We encourage BOR to keep us involved in the process. None of the
£r..encies or • organizations are precluded from providing their own input. The
final decision rests with BOR. We appreciate the willingness to open the
process up. BOR needs to be involved in Section 7 consultation with Service
regarding the fish in Klair.ath Lake, eagles, and other species.
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9. Technical Work Group (TWG) Update - (Bob Rohde and Ron Iverson)

Bob Rohde summarized the background regarding instream flow scoping efforts
which the TF hns undertaken, TF direction, the August, 17-18, 1996 TWO
meeting, and led us up to NBS' 3-5 year commitment to the Klamath Basin, the
Phase 1 proposal that NBS has put forward (this proposal now includes seven
elements and supersedes the August 22, 1994 Phase 1 proposal), and the draft
letter from the TF to Secretary Babbitt. The latest Phase 1 Proposal and
draft letter are found in Handout 0. Bill Shake provided background regarding
NBS for the audience and stated that they do objective, impartial scientific
studies and are very competent scientists in good standing. Rohde noted that
National Biological Survey originated the instream flow methodology; has the
personnel, desire, and resources (Handout P) ; would be available to the TF at
no cost (five of the seven elements); that scoping they proposed is necessary
before they can determine wh e t h e r a flow study needed. Shake, Rohde, and Jack
Vest all emphasized NBS ' s offer is a good opportunity, offers an array of
options for flow studies, and recommended the TF go ahead with this
oppor tuni ty .

Quest ions :

Stokely: What can't NBS do?

Rohde: Elements 4 and 7, Nutrient Loading in Upper Klamath Lake and River
Channel Morphology. Funds for these two elements may be available elsewhere
(TF, Pacific Power and Light, or others).

Shake: Is this work in '95 budget for NBS?

Rohde: Yes, according to Sharon Campbell at NBS. They are ready to go now but
want the TF blessing.

Solem: Institutional Jurisdiction and Authorities Analysis, is that commonly
done in scoping process? Vhat is Dr. Lamb's capacity?

Rohde: Lamb is political scientist; the entire team is recommending him. Ue
need to find out what we know versus what we don't know in terms of
institutional authorities and jurisdictions as well as the science; who are
water users; what is current water use regime; the tribes role -lay it all
out. Based on this perspective, vhat are the opportunities to make the process
work. For example, if you made a particular decision, who would be affected
by that decision?

Fletcher: Lots of what is mentioned in this proposal needs to be fleshed out.
Dr. Lamb a political scientist; we've heard sorr.e concerns raised already. As
Dave Zepponi mentioned, politics are already a concern. Don't we v:ant to V.eep
tcienti fie? .

Rohde: Politics are a reality with water allocation in the Klamath. The TWG
is authorized to begin the process but will play into this much larger
political arena.
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Fletcher: To give you an example of my concerns, Dr. Aaron Douglas from NBS
gave a presentation regarding economic modelling of different fisheries and
how they would fit into this perspective. I have a real problem with dollar
values being placed on traditional and cultural resources. We need to make
sure we don't fall into trap of putting dollar values on these resources.

Shake: 1 agree vith you. My experience in these situations is that
conclusions are very clear as to the inability to measure these types of
values. Folks on the other side need to be concerned as well; are the
economists going to value water for agriculture fairly. Personally I think
its a great opportunity to get top notch, highly credible scientists without a
high cost. I'm a strong supporter of getting the instream flow study on-line,
and have been for a long time.

Public Comment

Unidentified Speaker: You talk about no costs, and this being a good deal for
us, there's no politics involved. I'm sure these are good scientists, but
when you talk about Babbitt putting these people out here, how do we know that
he's not going to put environmental politics into it. How do we know that it
is true science that will be valuable to us? I would also like to ask on the
monies already spent, how long has TF been in force? How much money has been
spent to date? We're talking about a lot of money and what I can't understand
is how we put the cart before the horse. The science should have been done.
I'm upset ve've spent this much tax money, don't have the true science, and
don't seem to know what's wrong with the fish.

Dave Vogel (Klamath County representative on TVG): There was lot of confusion
between an instream flow study and scoping, for an instream flow study at TWG.
The present proposal is a scoping to decide what kind of study should be done.
1 want to make sure everyone understands this. While, the proposal before you
vill be very valuable, the study will not answer the question of vhat flows
are necessary for next fall. Since there will be no cost to the TF and since
the NBS study is valuable, perhaps you should advocate proceeding with the
Phase I study, but make it clear that a flow investigation downstream of Iron
Gate should be initiated soon. The way the process is going now it could be
many years before the study is completed in the river to answer questions.
You have two separate issues: one the NBS work which is valuable; and, two the
completely different issue of getting in the river to answer these instream
flow questions.

Bingham: Do you think the scoping is necessary?

Vogel: If you want to look at whole bssin, it is. But not for the discrete
re-ach Iron Gate to Shasta Fiver. This year people could get in the river, do
the study, ar,d have questions.

Shf.ke: ' f ve decided at June's meeting that we wanted to get the study
underway, hov would this compromise: the scopir.g process?

Vogel: They would complement each other.
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Stokely: How much would an in-the-water study from Iron Gate to the Shasta
River cost?

Vogel: It depc-nds on how intensive an investigation you want to do. 1
recommend that the TWG make up it's mind on what is most important for salmon
production in this reach, then focus on instream flow investigation on that
potential limiting factor. For example, if it's fall spawning flows for
chinook, an instrearn flow study can be done relatively cheaply, the river is
relatively small here. . 1f we have a cooperative effort with agencies
contributing in-kind resources, you could have a report for less than
$100,000.

Tom Stokely: Is there consensus on what limiting factors are?

Rhode: I'm concerned with the emphasis on that particular reach.

Stokely: So it would be fair to say that the scoping document (Phase 1)
proposed would help identify areas of concern?

Vogel: It would begin the process, but it wouldn't answer the question. I
disagree with you on emphasis. It isn't necessarily saying that is the most
important reach for salmon, but it is the most important to resolve the issues
of concern right now.

Rohde: This issue over that reach only came up this year, it hasn't really
been a major issue.

Fletcher: I would like to reiterate some of the things Bob said. I am of
opinion that releases at Iron Gate have an impact much further downstream than
the Shasta. Through the Scoping process, we can identify different areas of
concern and the times of year we are concerned. We can get a real clear path
for studies with the scoping process.

Vogel: 1 don't disagree, what I'm trying to emphasize is a dual path. With
absolute certainty I guarantee that after a large scale scoping is done for
the entire basin then people will start picking reaches of the river. We have
a high conflict reach identified now and could conduct the basin-wide scoping
concurrently with the flow study in the Iron Gate to Shasta reach, rather that
waiting many years down the road to get in the water.

Shake: Thanks Dave. We've got it separated into two issues. Before us is
the proposal. Do ve have a motion?

**Motion (Rohde): I Move that 17 write a letter in support of this Phase I
proposal to Secretary of Interior thanking him for his support in. initiating
this process, dedicating the NBS to "he task, and thst we begin ASAP.

S e c o:. d .

***Consensus
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Shake: Now for the second portion that Dave Vogel raised regarding how to get
some information immediately. We have $^4,600 in carry over funds. 1 would
like to zero ir. on working in the river at the next TF meeting. 1 suggest
that the TF get t.ogether and that we build on what was done at Redding. 1
want a TVG.meeting before the February TF meeting and have a recommendation
from TWG to TF on how we can begin instream work this season. 1 understand
your concerns, Troy, and want you to be there to address those.

Fletcher: Will need to give TVG the discretion to deviate from only scoping
with the S44K. I am all for it.

Rohde: The seed money is for the purpose of scoping only. If you want to give
us clear direction to focus on river itself, we'll do it.

Shake: We agreed on scoping and NBS will now do that. I suggests that TF
charge the TWG with meeting before the next TF meeting and coming up with a
recommendation for using carry over funds to do in river flow studies to begin
ASAP. 1 would ask BOR, Pacific Corps, and others to supplement funds so that
we can get in the river and begin doing the work. Hearing no objection from
the TF, we give this assignment to TWG by the February TF meeting.

U.S. Geological Survey Stations

Iverson: Before I start, Bob had you finished?

Rohde: Just note that in the wording in bold in the revised notes of the
August, 17-16, 1994 TWG meeting is the input that I got from Dave Vogel
(attached to Phase 1 proposal in Handout 0)

Ron Iverson reviewed the intent of USGS to discontinue gages (including five
in the Klsinath Basin) and the related responses, including the TF appeal to
continue gages (Handouts Q1-Q3). This appeal apparently fell on deaf ears.
KRFRO with concurrence of Region 1 will fund the operation of streamgages in
the Klamath, Shasta, and Scott Rivers for FY95. We haven't seen anything in
writing from BOR to pick up any other gages. Beyond this year however, he
doesn't see any fix; the 104th Congress may cut the whole USGS. The USGS had
a FY95 Klamath initiative which didn't get funded. They will try again in
FY96. It would be a research initiative which will pick up some of elements
of the scoping study which NBS can't cover. Ron suggested that we include in
the letter to Secretary Babbitt agreed to earlier, specific support for the
FY96 USGS initiative. This could give a several year reprieve for gages on
the Klamath.

Shake: Ron, that's a good idea, can you implement it?

Iverson: Yes .
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1 0 . USFVS r e s u l t s o f F a l l O u t m i iz.rant T r a p p i n g a n d S p a w n i n g Survey ( J i m
C r a i g , / T o m S h a w ) . .

O u t m i g r a n t I n f o r m a t i o n

J i m C r a i g v e r b a l l y s u m m a r i z e d O u t m i g r a n t f i n d i n g s a n d s a l t w a t e r c h a l l e n g e tes t
i n f o r m a t i o n . He has more s p r i n g t r a p p i n g r e s u l t s mo s t o f which involve
r e c o v e r y of coded w i r e tagged (CWT) f i s h . He c a u t i o n BOR not to r e l a t e the
a p p a r e n t good p r o d u c t i o n w i t h the be low FERC m i n i m u m f l o w s . There are a lot
of other th ings which go in to good p roduc t ion y e a r s , i .e . be t ter escapement ,
and lower spr ing f lows in 1993 which made t r a p p i n g eas ier .

Ques t ions :

Bingham: Are you making any attempt to estimate populations at all?

Craig: No, we haven't done any trap efficiencies at all.

Fletcher: Can you make any recommendations about the flov based on this
information?

Craig: Not at all, we're out there just trapping fish and coming up with an
abundance index which we can relate to past years.

Shake: How does this relate to other years?

Craig: It indicated much higher production than we had seen since 1989.
Catches were 8-10 times higher. I caution you that in 1990 traps were blown
out for a week and half and seining work downstream did confirm that the
majority of smolts were moving out during the period when traps were down.

Rhode: Screw traps are intended to track the movement of fish; not an attempt
to do population estimates. It's too early in the process to do anything
otherwise wi eh this data.

Craig: Pulse flows did have the effect of increasing the outmigration speed
of fish through the system. The effect is decreased the further down the
system you go and is negligible by time get to lower river trap (Big Bar
Trap) .

Mainstream Redd Surveys:

Tom Shaw reviewed the second season for Redd surveys (Handout R). 50% of redds
•were within 6 miles of Iron Gate Dam and its Tom's feeling that this
.distribution is due to all hatchery fish in the system. .

Questi ons

Fletcher: Are there any recorrLmendations regarding flow you can rr.ske based on
this data? Can you justify meeting FERC mini munis or not meeting FERC minimu^s
with this information?
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Shaw: Fish are spawning around the same areas. The more water, the more you
flood the edges, the more habitat you have.

Shake: Do you have any sense for the ratio of hatchery versus non hatchery?

Shaw: No. They started fin clipping the fish in the beginning, but the
hatchery was inundated with fish this year and couldn't handle that many
hatchery fish coming back. We did look for left ventral (LV) and RV clips,
because they started clipping the fish. We did not see any clipped fish that
had spawned. The majority of the ones we looked at vere prespawn mortality.
Only looked for clips below Shasta River and didn't see any here.

Fletcher: When did you start seeing fish?

Shaw: We did an early trip this year on October 12; fish were not spawning;
the next week we saw 70 redds in the same section, 200 redds total (Tom is
this correct?) The last week of October/First week of November were the peak.
This was the same peak as last year and we saw it throughout the river.

Shake: Regarding the natural spawning escapement goal of 35,000 fish, how do
we put all this all together?

Paul Hubbell: All of the pieces of the puzzle (escapements, harvest, hatchery
returns) will come to me next week.

Shaw: I want to stress that this year there are almost 800 redds above the
Shasta River, whereas there were maybe 80 last year. Looking at the Table in
the handout, downriver, there is a 3-4 fold increase, but upriver, above
Shasta River, there is a 10 fold increase. It might be hatchery fish
spawning, but there is definitely an increase in fish spawning up there.

Kautskv: You report a number of redds from Indian Creek up. That number goes
to Paul and is included in the number of naturally escapement in this reach?

Hubbell: What I'll expect from Tom is an estimate of the nun.ber of naturally
spawning fish. 1 hope he doesn't just give it to me as a redd count.

Shaw: That's what I did last year. The only way we can get a number of fish
is to actually go to each redd and count the number of fish on it. That's
virtually impossible. It's really tough to tell how many fish spawned, that's
why we went to the redd count.

Kautsky: Is there discounting for hatchery fish in natural counts; hatchery
fish which create redds in the reach below Iror; Gate?

Hubbell: You're looking at me but I'm relying en Shaw to give me the answer;
all I'm going to do is plug his line into the Table.

Shaw: Without taking all the hatchery fish into the hatchery and giving them
a visible tag, there is no way to tell if spawners are hatchery fish.

Kautsky: But the returning hatchery fish are clipped, aren't they?
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Shaw: Not exactly, the hatchery fish were clipped before they were returned
at f i r s t , but then the hatchery got inundated with fish.

Hubbell: All fish which were returned to the. river alive were marked and we
have that number. Remember, that if fish spawn outside the hatchery (as in
this exr.mple) by definition they are classified as natural fish regardless of
where they were produced, and wouldn't be subtracted from the natural spawning
total .

Shaw: When CDFG closes ladder for 2 weeks and the fish can't get in, there is
no way to tell if those fish are hatchery fish.

Hubbell: We collectively decided years ago to identify fish that didn't get
spawned artificially at the hatchery as natural. By definition, these would
count as naturally spawning fish.

Bingham: Can we get back to this on item 12? Point of order.

Shake: Yes.

23. KWUA REQUEST

Solem: KWUA hired Vogel Environmental Services to do some survey work to
follow the flows in September and will present information regarding those
surveys.

Dave Vogel presented findings of their investigation of potential benefits of
increased releases (900 cfs) below Iron Gate Dam, with the understanding there
were three reasons for the flows: 1) passage at Ishi-Pishi falls, 2) cooler
water for those salmon which had migrated into the upper reaches above Ishi-
Pishi. and 3) physical access for salmon to principle tributaries such as
Scott and Shasta Rivers. Vogel presented data (Handout GG) to the effect
that:

o Return timing of wild adult chinook salmon and Iron Gate Hatchery
(1GH) fish may not be inhibited in their upstream migration by
lower fall flows in the Klamath River.

o The current Klamath flow regime (FERC rcinimums) may be putting
freshwater life phases of chinook salrron at risk. When warm water
from the upper levels of the Iron Gate reservoir is entrained, the
result is water temperatures increase slightly (they are not
certainofthis);

0 That vhen salmon are artificially induced to n.igrate u^stresm
before the habitat (including water temperatures) is ready, Dore
hsrro may be done to the fish than §,000, with the existing Klan.ath
vf.ter temperature regime below Iron Gate possibly linked.t.o high
presfftwn mortality observed by the USFVS (Tom Shaw's talk above).
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o High water tempera.tn.ires associated with 900 cfs in August and
September may have created a thermal block, limiting tributary
access .

o For those fish which did spawn, many eggs (at least from early
spawning fish) probably died due to high water temperatures.

He cited this evidence as the reason they are advocating an instream flow
study and temperature modeling so that it can be determined accurately what
flow conditions should be for freshwater life phases of chinook salmon in the
middle Klamath (i.e. if the FERC flow regime is appropriate, and, if not, what
is more biologically sound).

Questi ons:

Fletcher: Dave, you just made an excellent case for why we need to consider
water quality above Iron Gate Dam. Did you look at run timing information
for lower river related to water temperature? We were concerned with some of
the same things you have discussed as related to salmon entering the lower
river.

Vogel: It would be useful to have that information. It is easy to induce fish
to do what you want, but if you induce too many fish into river too early, it
may do more harm than good. Ve can't definitely prove this, but throw it out
for discussion. There is a substantial loss of early fish. It may make the
case for more water storage.

Bulfinch: There is a substantial loss of fish this year versus last year.
Hov does dissolved oxygen play into this?

Vogel: BOR's thermograph should have collected this data.

Ques t ions

Mary Jackson: What is normal prespawn mortality when there is no drought?

Vogel: Any time you get above 10 percent mortality, something's wrong.

Fletcher: Did you consider mortality with regard to recreational fishing?

Vogel: Anytime you handle fish in such warm water like this summer, it's a
problem. The .point is that even with the human element removed, exposing fish
to these type of water conditions, there would still be high pre.spavn
mortality and poor maturation of gametes.

Unidentified: Do you have information tirring of natural returns to Shasta and
Scott?

Vogel: No, but CDFG has the information.

Fletcher: The high water temps are indicative that need to get a grip on
vater quality in the basin.
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._j_v_e Measures to Prev(-nt ESA Listing of Kla.T.ath Spring Chinook (Joe
This ago.-nda item was prompted in part by NMFS' status review of

stocks (Handout S). The KFMC Technical Advisory Team looked at
information, but work has been dc-ferred due to other priorities. The chair of
Tech team believes that he was nc-ver given an ass i r,runent .

Shake: The- whole idea is that NMFS is reviewing coast wide anadromous stock
status. My thought to get out in front and avoid listing. We still need to
focus on what can be done in our June meeting to prevent listing of spring
chinook stocks, and secondly have you Tech Team people look at the status of
the stocks to provide information to NMFS in the status review.

Polos: That information stocks vas compiled up to 1992.

Troy: It is important to be proactive. Yuroks have tried to target away from
these fish. 1 wouldn't mind if this group put bug in ear of KFMC to ask Joe
and others to list these concerns.

Bingham: In the project selection process, we could ask TWG to give spring
chinook priority for project funding. We could reorient dollars towards
spring run fish.

Polos: In one of the last Klamath Council meetings, I was apparently assigned
to do this. I don't remember this assignment, but will do it.

Shake: Lets leave assignment as stands. If you and the Tech Team can update
the stock status, then it will be available for NMFS. Then you and TWG will
identify limiting factors you see for spring chinook, then we will develop
ranking factor to highlight those in time for FY96 request for proposals
(RFP).

Polos: There was that Spring chinook group established; several people were
involved from the Council. This group included Orcutt, West, Carpenter, and
others who were volunteered or solicited.

Rohde: The rating system is predetermined by the TF. It may not be best
vehicle to accomplish this; what cones to mind is that in the RFP process that
we indicate that we are looking for proposals which benefit spring chinook.

Shake: Consider this an assignment to Ron/KRFRO scaff and include this in the
RFP for FY1996.

12. CDFG Report: Projects Funded. Regulation. Sratrus of Returns, av:d Hatchery
Practices .(Eenth_in_l

Funding

Kike P.ode updated TF on s tatus of f u n d i n g for State Pro jec t s (Handout T) . It
vas emphasized that the process i sn ' t necessar i ly ssme order of pr ior i ty as
K l a m a t h R ive r Fishery Resource O f f i c e (KFRO) and tha t sources of fund ing may



have different p r i o r i t i e s in the State.
match comes to $2^6

The total at this time for the State

Shake: I have one concern I've raised for several years and that is matching
funding requirement from CDFG . 1 know the constraints CDFG is working under.
We may run into problems down the road when we ad up the totals. We haven't
figured out what the in-kind matches are yet. We as the TF need to deal with
this issue, look at the numbers and figure out where we are regarding total
federal match and other matches. At some point we will need totals and be
able to demonstrate that we've met the intent of the Act.

***Bingham: I request that this be an agenda item for a future meeting.

Regulations

Benthin provided regulations and concluded that they will be drawing up the
regulations for a new angling cycle in the near future. CDFG welcomes input.
Before the next meeting he'll give the Calendar of dates for comment to the TF
members. Fletcher indicated an interest in commenting and was assigned by the
Chair to remind the TF to make a recommendation to the Commission between now
and next summer.

Status of Adult returns.

1994 returns to Iron Gate Hatchery and natural spawner returns were summarized
by Randy Benthin (This information has subsequently been updated Megatable
Handout U) .

Questions -

Rohde : How are IGH eggs taken in terms of quantity throughout the run?

Benthin: They are taking eggs across spectrum, but heavy at beginning in case
of catastrophic event so that they get 10 million quota. Early eggs are then
culled back to 10 million target later in the season and replaced to be
representative of run.

Fletcher: I understand lots of hatchery fish showed up at the Shasta Weir?
Can you quantify? What were the impacts?

Benthin: 29 vent clipped fish (of 2,333 Iron Gate clipped chinook) showed up
at the Shasta Racks. There vere 22 adipose clipped fish (3 had shed tags, 8
.were from Iron Gate, and 11 vere from downstream pond rearing programs). All
adipose clipped fish that shoved up at the Shasta Racks vere sacrificed.

Fletcher: Can ve get that info?

CDFG: Yfs.

Shake: Mail it to Ror.\KRFRO and have them distribute to TF.
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B e n t h i n su inmar i zed n a t u r a l e s c a p e m e n t e s t i m a t e s and e m p h a s i z e d tha t these da ta
were p r e l i m i n a r y and tha t i t i s ha rd to ge t a t good run c o u n t s ; CDFG provided
counts w h i c h were f i n a l i z e d in December (Handou t U) .

H a t c h e r y p r a c_tlc.e_s

Benthin: Previously in this meeting we have reviewed the hatchery fish release
policy at 1GH. The practice in question has been debated and decided upon
with the TF and CDFG; we feel it is the best practice for this section of the
river. There is a concern that this practice somehow affects the genetic
integrity of natural stocks of the Shasta River (Darner letter Handout V). We
don't agree with that, but it is on the agenda for debate. We did clip and
return some 2,300 unspawned fish to the river which will hopefully contribute
to the overall population. In May, 1993 there was a Three Chairs committee and
a report sent to them from CDFG on the evaluation of Iron Gate and Trinity
Hatcheries' production. As a result we did modify some of our hatchery
practices. In August 1993 we adopted modified hatchery production goals and
practices and have operated this way ever since. This year there were more
fish which entered hatchery than they had room for, so some were marked and
returned.

Fletcher: Fishermen have constrained harvest to allow Scott and Shasta fish to
return. We are extremely concerned that once they get there, the chance of
spawning with hatchery fish is increased. It is hard to sell restricted
harvest to fishermen under this situation.

Benthin: I understand. That's why I reported the number of clipped fish
entering the Shasta River (0.6 percent). I don't consider that a significant
number. There is evidence of straying both directions. The report we
prepared a couple of years ago discussed that extensively. Simply because a
fish arrives at the hatchery doesn't mean it originated there. The only way
to tell for sure if they mark all smolts. We can't do that.

Fletcher: LB (Boydstun) at KFMC has expressed the same concern relative to
harvest managers being able to account for these stocks. If we are going to
be cognizant of protecting wild stocks in harvest management, we need to
protect these stocks in other management activities.

Benthin: I agree.

Bingham: I will speak in defense of CDFG's policy. There was an extensive
review which took place in CDFG regarding this. We had a blue ribbon
committee that this TF convened a number of years ago. Barnhart's report says
genetic components of upper basin stocks, possibly even some components of the
Shasta stock, are quite similar. But Randy has raised interesting question,
should we be marking all production at. the hatchery? It continues to be an
issue ar.d we can't fish within 150 miles of the rr.o'jth of Klamath because of
it. It is a big concern and everyone (KC, PFMC, CD-'G) involved need to come
to a consensus on it. We have never gotten close.

Benthin: It could mean marking nearly 20 million fish/yr.
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1 3. Pub!i c comment

Davt Webb (Shasta Valley resident): I'm unhappy vith the CDFG response. Not
2 years ago a CDFG area team rtie t and examined biological information available
and decided chat fall Shasta chinook warranted state listing as threatened.
This created consternation among people making a living in the Shasta valley.
Redding concurred with this recommendation but Sacramento decided to give us
in the Shasta Valley an effort on the part of CDFG equivalent to a listed
species. Now when people in the Shasta Valley call to ask for details on the
hatchery problem, they are told that Shasta fish and hatchery fish are the
same. If you want people to cooperate in a restoration effort, you don't jerk
them around. Restoration won't work under these circumstances. 21 adipose
clipped fish showed up this year for some reason; only two showed up in the
last five years until this year. This year clipped fish showed up October 17,
one week after Iron Gate closed its ladder; I don't think this was a
coincidence. Vent clipped fish showed up 3 days later and adipose clipped
fish one week later. If you want restoration to work, you are going to have
to be managers .

Wilma Heine (California, a farmers wife): I have addressed this group before.
We stand for farming; you stand for fish restoration. We can't afford FERC
minimums; you insist on them. This is not cooperation. You receive $1
million per year, yet it's impossible for you to spend $100,000 for a flow
study? Send us FERC. What do you do for one million per year? You cannot
tag your hatchery fish.

Mark McOwen (water user in Klamath Basin): I have addressed you before.
During that meeting you assured me that the upper Basin didn't need equal
representation. However, we should have had 14 seats when you downstream
people pointed your finger at us upstream and blame the problem for loss of
salmon on the upper basin. You assured me the last thing you want to do is
take our vat&r. Now all 1 hear from this conjrittee is FERC minimums. You
seem to believe these minimums are the solution to the salmon problem. Water
users up here have been hurt just as bad as the fishing industry. We come to
this meeting today to let you know that sending warmer water downstream in
early August is a poor solution to the problem. Biologists know there is a
temperature frame associated vith these FERC minimums in which salmon are not
going to live; eggs will not hatch. FERC minimums are as bad for downstream
as they are for upstream. We can't find records for where the hell FERC
minimums came from. During drought years, if we send you FERC minimums, there
won't be water for salmon the next year. We'll work with you, but why can't
we have verifiable science. Why do we have to send our biologist downstream
to find out FERC minimums are not helping fish? Agriculture's water is less
than.one percent of total flow down the river; we're willing to share and
balance. We've wasted enough time and money on scoping and studies, let's get
in the river as Mr. Vogel suggested and find out what the flows should be.

George Kautsky (Hoopa Tribe): Back to the excess fish policy, the notion that
the fish below Iron Gate are naturally spawning fish is correct. But in
practice in recent years, returning fish destined for hatchery perhaps were
not considered when natural fish defined. In harvest management we have a
floor for natural escapement, and we may be inflating the realized natural
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spawning escapement inadvertently when counting these fish desti'ned for the
hatchery. This year we could have inflated by 3,000. I questions the
validity of doing this.

Hubbell: Definition of natural spawning did consider the issue of hatchery
straying. We decided the only workable approach is consider fish spawning
outside the hatchery as natural fish. I appreciate the concerns about
possible impacts, but 1 don't have another solution; if you do, I'd love to
hear it.

Shake: We don't need to get into lengthy debate here. How will TF deal with
this?

Bulfinch: Anytime you have hatchery fish mitigating for wild fish you will
have intermingling. Its probably no problem if its 85 Percent natural/15
percent hatchery, but they are a problem at 50/50. One solution to disposing
of these excess fish is to release them above the Copco lake to the river.
This would let us if they have any remaining tendency to migrate upstream and,
we will know if this stock is suitable for restoration of the upper basin. It
would also let us know if these fish can use the upstream ladders. These are
two questions we need answered before we have upper basin anadromous salroonid
introductions.

Rohde: There are a number of fish counted in the mainstem above Shasta River.
It would be fruitful to break it out natural counts in the Megatable into
those above the Shasta (with hatchery influence) and show natural spawner
estimates both vays so the KFMC has a basis for discussion in their
deliberations.

Fletcher: I'm concerned about Mr. Webb, people on the Shasta/Scott Rivers, and
the sacrifices made. We need to alleviate these concerns to protect their
fish.

Benthin: I didn't mean to say Shasta stocks are the same as hatchery. I meant
to say that there may be some exchange, but its small.

Shake: I'm concerned that hatcheries are under the microscope right now
across the country. It is incumbent upon us as managers to minimize impacts
of hatchery stocks on natural stocks. We have had a TF review once. Is there
some way we put together a panel? I know IGH management is CDFG's call in the
end.

Benthin: We can get together onetime and give people a chance to air their
concerns. V.'e ere open to communication.

Shake: I charge Benthin with this and want you to report back'.to us at the
next TF meeting. Fletcher vill be assisting.
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1U . N >i_i_uj: aj R e s o u r c e s C o n s e r v a t i o n S e r v i c e ' s S a l m o n I n i t i a t i v e ( J e n n i f e r
Fo_s 11- r ]_

Foster provided background regarding Che Initiative's program to provide
assistance to the Tribes and Private landowners to address their salmon
recovery issues (Handout V) . It is organized on Regional level with tech
center in Portland, but state offices have the latitude to do what they want.
Assistance is provided through Resource Conservation Districts. The types of
assistance available are 1) watershed planning and implementation (Public Law
566), and 2) on farm technical assistance to help with conservation measures
for local landowners. The initial funding was in 1994; California dollars
went to a salmon coordinator and three projects: Hayfork, Santa Rosa, and
Ligunitis Creek. Congress has decided not to fund PL566 in FY1996. Jennifer
is trying to work with local districts to screen pumps and canals. Future
funding will be mostly for technical assistance.

Shake: This is an excellent opportunity to bring private sector into salmon
restoration effort. How does TF tap into these resources?

Foster: I'm working on it with it through CRMPs; the problem is that plans
are not in place for Scott and Shasta watersheds. 1 hope that next year, the
requirements will allow for more flexibility to get technical planning
assistance or to get projects on ground in the future.

Shake: You folks need to come to our meetings so we know how to implement the
process .

Foster : I agree .

Benthin: CDFG has a statewide fish screen coordinator in our Sacramento
office. Let's work together to get cost sharing going. Let's talk later.

Foster: I'm trying to get cost sharing on screens going from our end.

Shake: Thanks, Jennifer. Please provide the address and phone number of the
California Salmon Coordinator (John Lowry) to Ron Iverson so that KRFRO can
distribute.

[KRFRO wrote to the Salmon Initiative Coordinator on September 26, 1994. This
letter is in Handout X. (John Lowry's address is c/o Natural Resource
Conservation Service, 2121-C, Second Street, Suite 102, Davis CA 95616-5475.
His phone nurober is (916) 757-8301].

Chair Bill Shake then announced that under USP«S reorganization now underway,
he will now be the Columbia Basin Ecoregion manager. Dale Hall will now be
the Kla:~ath/Cal ifornia/Central valley line manager. It now rr.akes sense that
Bill step aside. As he dees so, the Chai rrr.anship is up for £,rabs. He asked
TF if they want Interior representation to continue as the Chair and the TF
answered in the affirmative. Hearing no objection, he declared that the
Interior representative vill continue as the Chair of the TF and congratulated
Dale Hall. Bingham, on behalf of the TF expressed appreciation for Chairman



Shake ' s • d e d i c a t i o n , h a r d w o r k , and T i m e and e n e r g y . B i n g h a m a l so v o l u n t e e r e d
t o a s s i s t D a l e H a l l i n t h e t r a n s i t i o n i n h i s ro l e a s v i c e c h a i r .

1 5 . Oregon Publ i c B r o a d c a s t on Kl ama th P.: 'ver R e s t o r a t i o n P r o g r a m f r o m November
1 7 , 1994 v i d e o a v a i l a b l e f o r v i e w i n g .

November 30

16. USDA/Forest Plan Update (Jack West) and CIS progress (Ron Garrett/ERO) -

Jack West reviewed the President's Forest Plan and how it relates to federal
lands within range of the Northern Spotted Owl in Washington, Oregon, and
Northern California which automatically amended all existing Federal Land
Management Planning Documents to manage on an ecosystem basis. The Klamath
Province is one of twelve. The Klamath National Forest did not have an
approved plan but does have a draft land management plan which is being
finalized right now. Since the ROD, Managers have pursued operations on a
Provincial scale - coordinating with Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and other
forests. Their direction is to end management in a disjunct way and involve
the public early on in decisions on federal lands. The Forest Service has
been directed to do analysis at several scales for actions that have
significant effect on resources. Any decisions which requires an
Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be
proceeded by Watershed Scale Analyses (WA). In 1995, involved agencies plan
to do 16 WA's in watersheds ranging from 20 to 200 square miles in the Klamath
basin.

Bingham: What is PACFISH status?

West: I don't know; but will get you an answer.

Unidentified: How will you incorporate watershed analysis with basin scale
analysis?

West: It will be the other way around; basin analysis will help judge where
other, more local analysis will be done first. This will determine the
priority for dollars in Klamath Basin on Federal Lands. 1 think of basin
analysis as a tool to focus efforts within the province.

Zepponi: How will private and Native American lands be included?

West: The management decisions that vill tier to info rustier, in a V.'A will
only effect federal lands. The objective is to take into full consideration
planned uses of a watershed in lands of nuxed ownership; "his vill be a
challenge in watersheds with many owners. WA's are not a planning doc, hot
NEPA, but an assessment only. It's kind of a scale to do some steering level
analysis.

Zepponi: How does the Eastside Assessment/Plan overlay with President's Plan?
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West: My impression is that this is a different ecosystem approach. The Upper
Klamnth is not included in the '-'estside Assessment, except for areas with

Spot ted Owls.

Shake: The Eastside Assessment is to apply same principles as the Forest
Plan; it will s t i l l focus on watershed basis. Maybe Dale can elaborate.

Hall: WA is just that. Its an evaluation of health of the watershed;
information to make sensible decisions, for example where you can restore,
where harvest can take place; where you can repair riparian zones. Going into
the restoration side, both the FS and BLM each getting restoration funds
through appropriations for federal lands; the FWS and Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BlA) is getting appropriations that are for work on non-federal lands.
Hopefully it will work together. If we have landowners that want to cooperate
on riparian zone or other part of their private lands, we do have avenues and
funding available to do the work. We're trying to figure out ways to
encourage the nonfederal sector to participate with us in restoration and
Congress is helping us get thea funded.

Perrochet: As clarification regarding protection of riparian areas to Nat
Binghara, for anadromous streams within the Klamath Basin (within the range of
the Spotted Owl) protection measures are spelled out in the Record of

Decision.

Shake-: Next is Ron Garrett of the ERO to update us about CIS.

Ron Garrett sumrr.arized their contribution to Klamath Basin River Assessment '•'
Tear: effort and how they coordinate with eastside/ westside assessment plan.
He also provided some examples of how information might be used. They are now
getting water lavers completed and HSU is setting up hardware and software.

6 s t ions

Q: Who is entering data?

A: There are 100's of data files. I've collected almost all of 1:100,000
scale files; we either have them or can get access to them. Problems include
getting complete coverage (they are putting together sets of data which exist
to do this) and making sure the documentation is there to ensure data are good
quality.
CIS group at HSU (Dr. Steve Carlson and Dr. Larry Fox) is putting clips of
data together.

Q: Can you make your Internet address available?.

A: Yes, before I leave. Ve cc a great cc-al of coordination vith California
and Oregon regarding data. It has been a very positive experit-rice to see this
work and the desire by so rca.ny people to see it come together.

Rohde: We're not ready with Internet to export graphics to users yet, are we?
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A: Some is available. The best way to do it to call HSU. I'm don't think
the hardware is in place to access it and I'm not sure when it will be
available.

Q: CIS can be misinterpreted. How will you deal with this?

A: Good question. We have an evolving mechanism in place. We need to
provide data on a qualified basis. It is an iterative process; we need feed
back.

Q: If some agency did not have data, you could have patchy coverage, say for
coho distribution. How will you deal with this?

A: This is a possibility, we will have to qualify information as valid here.

Jack West: This CIS WA effort is 1:100,000 scale. You don't make on the
ground decisions at this scale. It is a broad planning tool. You need to go
down scale for on the ground decisions. With the coho example, you certainly
couldn't say no coho are in a stream because information layer isn't available
or complete. You would need to go to at least the next scale down to validate
before making any decisions.

Garrett: Yes, I didn't explain this as much as I should have. To reiterate,
this is very course grain scale. Part of the process is asking questions at
large scale. You'd want to go to a medium or fine scale for some of the
questions you want to ask.

Q: So will you get into finer scale later?

A: Yes this is just the first iteration.

17. Update on Subbasin Planning (SommarstroiTi, Webb. Brucker, Fletcher)

17a. Sonunarstrom (Scott CRM? coordinator) could not attend but an update of
the Scott Valley CRMP planning efforts was conveyed by Hamilton and is
provided in Handout Y.

17b. Webb (Shasta CRMP coordinator): Bev just passed out to you our original
plan formulated about 3 years ago. (Handout Z). The planning effort is rather
broad but based on the best available information at the time. Since then we
have recognized a need for better prioritization of our problems, a way to
rank our problems, how to spend time and money best, and a way for me to
direct the time and energy I put in so that it is most effective. So, at
present v:e don'; have a good prioritization policy, that is one of the thing
we're working on:

As far as the planning process is right now, we quickly recognized that CRMP
members have no veal expertise in fisheries biology. So we asked CDFG to
deliver on their promise to give us an equivalent- to (State) listing and have
them write out the biology for us, let us take that biology, corrjrient on it,
and overlay our political understanding. So now we have an original rough
draft plan from CDFG, reviewed it and returned it, and are waiting on the
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rewrite of it. My expectation is that it will be another six months to have a
real document in hand.

Unidentified: UTiat kind of problems are you prioritizing?

Webb: We think on the Shasta that high water temperatures, that sediment
load, nutrients, small impoundments, lack of gravel recruitment, lack of
rearing, lack of high spring flows, are all a problem. But, we don't have a
good picture of which problems are the most important and what priorities
should be. We don't know how much focus should go on the short term and how
much on the long term solutions. There are several life history phases of
fall chinook in the Shasta River that we need to understand better in regard
to which ones to protect.

Shake: When the TF decided to go with Subbasin planning and CRMPs, one of the
purposes was to identify the kinds of needs that you mentioned and come back
to us with project proposals to implement those needs.

Webb: One thing for you to think about, at some point the TF will need to
have a recognition system for people along the river who out of the goodness
of their hearts are taking the steps to make a difference in restoring and
protecting fish. They get no benefits from those fish and never will. Who the
recognition should come from, I'm not sure, maybe the TF, or fishermen or the
Tribes. If we have people who are willing to take the lead in restoration on
private land, who break ranks with other private landowners, then we need to
express to them appreciation.

Another thing which can be problem, you as individuals and as a group need to
take seriously concerns you hear from us regarding out of basin impacts. We
can only realistically deal with what happens in the Shasta Valley, yet we are
subject to what occurs downstream and in ocean. If you do not address these
concerns seriously, an adversarial relationship develops vhich exists right
now. From this, only finger pointing at others for the problem takes place,
not a commitment to solving the problem from within (i.e. its not my
responsibility). Ve can't succeed as adversaries. Finally, as we finalize
this plan, research and data needs will be identified and need to be
addressed. You will see proposals for this and we will submit them to other
sources of funds as well. But in the absence of a plan, we are dead in the
water.

Rohde: I heard you say that we don't have a good prioritization process, that
CRMP members have no expertise in Fisheries Biology, a pretty good list of
your problems. You indicated you have research data needs. You seem to need
expertise and management planning assistance to co~e up with long range
(.".ecisions on how to address the problems that you recognize but don't know how
to .prioritize. I recommend that, along with specific on the ground project
proposals like riparian fencing, you should look at a central proposal which
will assist you in strategic planning capability for your overall problems.

Vebb: As the Shasta Plan reaches its next level it will start pointing us this
way. At some point it should go out to each of you as well, we need your
feedback.



Vest: I've- been thinking about the CRMP process and planning commonalities
with the Presidents Forest Plan (Watershed Analysis). BLM has a big stake in
the Shasta Valley; you should tap them. It's their responsibility to
coordinate federal management with landowners. The only way this scale of
planning will work is if public (and CRMPs) make it work. The CRMP should
lean on the BLM to make the Shasta Valley a priority for assessment with
private landowners.

Benthin: CDFG is in process of putting together needs assessment for the
fisheries resource in the Shasta. It is not to the point where it can go
public or to the TF, yet. By the next June, there will be a CDFG Shasta
proposals before the TF. I am confident we will be at this point by the next
funding cycle.

Fletcher: It's hard to sell restoration when others are not taking
responsibility or making sacrifices. As harvesters, we are aware of the
Coordinated Resource Management Plan's (CRMP) efforts, the need to protect
Shasta stocks and we try to structure our fisheries to provide relief to show
you that we are doing something on our end.

Bingham: Have you been able to keep the CRMP up to speed on biological
issues?

Webb: They understand at the level of our original plan and understand the
gross needs, but how they make trade offs (i.e. fencing versus tailwater
recovery), that's where they need help, I don't think anyone in this room has
the answer to this question. We need to identify data gaps, so that we can
make good rational choices. I have no problem with them understanding basic
needs in our original plan, but to go beyond is more than you can ask from
people that are not biologists and have no desire to be.

**Motion (Bingham) Provide an award for landowners who have done something
significant in the watershed for fisheries resources and each year award it to
someone.

Seconded.

Discussion

Webb: One observation, small landowners may make greater contributions (or
sacrifice) proportionately, yet the larger landowner makes a bigger difference
for the river. 1 would be reluctant to identify one person only.

r;ohd£: This award should be a community wide thing, not a contest between
individuals. We should write a letter to each individual landowner thinking
them for their contribution to our efforts in restoration rather than an
individual award,

Bingharn: If the award went to a whole CRMP, that would be appropriate too, I'd
leave it up to staff to discern what the best way to go was, but it should
recognize if not individuals, groups who are willing to step forward, and have
done something. You could find out through personal communication whether or
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not such an award would be a problem for someone, and if so, not do it. But
there is value in recognizing those individuals who have made a significant
contribution.

Shake: Good point, as a modification to your motion between you and Rohde, a
letter of recognition/appreciation would be appropriate. Let's have staff
give us some ideas and at the next meeting, have further discussion.

Fletcher: We need to recognize people throughout the Basin. A lot of people
hear what's wrong with their areas, but we need to point out what's right as
well.

West: I'm in support. The key word is meaningful way. Receiving a letter has
some meaning but I would like to know from the landowners what a meaningful
award to them is (be it paying the property taxes on the area they fenced or
whatever); have them tell us.

Crawford: I'm certainly ir. agreement with the Shasta Valley CRMP and the
efforts that gone on that deserve accommodation. Siskiyou County is very
aware of the effort undertaken in the Shasta Valley. At the same time, there
is a lack of awareness of efforts which have gone on throughout the entire
basin, the upper basin, in particular. Landowners up there on the Sprague
River, or Wood River, or farmers updating irrigation practices to save water,
these upper basin folks are sacrificing, yet will probably never see the
benefits. In the upper basin folks deserve recognition that is due them.
Jack had a good idea, somehow these people need to be rewarded for their
efforts.

Shake: With the concurrence of the TF let's table the motion and give the
assignment to staff to come back to us at the next TF meeting with ideas.

•***Motion tabled

17c. Peter Brucker (Coordinator for Salmon River Restoration Council): Peter
summarized accomplishments, including the development of a community action
plan, enlisting community members into workshops, prioritizing restoration
efforts, implementing restorations, and monitoring.

Questions:

Q: Poachers were mentioned, and education in regard to poaching. Are you
involved with spring chinook?

A: Yes, that's where we targeted the poaching problem initially. At workshop
three years ago, we told pecjle that there were only ISO fish in the river and
that every fish they take will ensure that there will not be fish in future
years. We prefer to teach and have people ir.ake own their decisions.

17d. Fletcher: v:e're asking the TF for a letter of support for a funding
request by the Northern California Indian Development Agency to California
State Coastal Conservancy for the development of a watershed enhancement
program and restoration plan for the lower Klamath River. This area has its



own unique problems of concern. Some of the problems have been brought on by
land management practices. There are large delta's formed at mouths of
streams in this reach. About 30 per cent of the land is owned by Simpson
Timber company. Key to this effort is that Simpson Timber has agreed to go
along with this, to sit down with us and other groups and start to address the
problems in the lower watershed. I think this fits in quite nicely with some
of the Forest Plan efforts discussed earlier. There is a chance that we can
be creative terms of directing resources, cooperation (Federal, private, and
tribal interests), and getting funding to focus on the lower Klamath. The
first step in the process is getting stake holders together and coordinating a
work plan. And that's where this draft letter (Handout AA) comes in (letter
has now been signed).

**Motion (Bingham) This is a necessary step. I move that we send this letter
of support.

Seconded.

Discussion

Iverson: There is one bit in the last paragraph which is out of date. The
letter says the TF has not funded projects in the lower Klamath River in 1995.
Actually, there are couple projects which we did fund.

Fletcher: What I meant to say was that in June, the TWG came back to the TF
and recommended that several projects not be funded absent a coordinated plan
for lower Klamath. I can fix this in the letter.

Trig Sletland (Sierra Club Legal Defence Fund): I want to support Troy's
recommendation to the TF regarding the letter. If I can take two more
minutes, I'd like to comment on some of the action before the TF yesterday.
We were asked a year ago by the Oregon Natural Resources Council and the
Klamath Forest Alliance to begin looking at some of the problems with
anadromous fish resources, with fish and wildlife resources in the upper
Klamath basin. We began looking at the history of the resources, talked with
the Tribes, the commercial and sport fishing organizations. As you know there
are many problems with Klamath Fish and Wildlife Resources. Our way of
attacking the problem is to force the issue to a head. Obviously we are not a
consensus building organization. Our position on behalf of our clients is
that the FERC minimums must met, that the project is not lawfully operated
unless they are met. Our position is also that the levels of Upper Klamath
Lake, determined by the Klamath Tribe rr.ust be met, and the minimum needs of the
wildlife- refuge rr.ust also be met. Our definition of 'met' is that these needs
be addressed up front in the planning process so that we don't get veil into
•the spavning season and find that we don't have the water for fish. This has
happened year after year after year, especially in.the "iast five years of
drought. Ve believe there are strong legal claims that support these
positions which I just mentioned and we intend to assert them as necessary
vith the Interior Department .in. the near future.

***Consensus on Motion before TF.
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Req u e s t to p.e t Pacific Power and Li ght^ Department of Water Resources.
aJMJork Croup. TrLbes. CDFG^ and USFVS Lewiston to meet to consider the

f_e.asj_bj_lj_tv _of drawj ng. from s_t_orag.e at Iron Cate._a_nd Copco Reservoirs to
2 UjLYiLgA6- Jjuant i ty , q u a l i t y , and timing, problems of flow downstream of _ I_ron
Gate Dam, (Kent Bui f inch!

Kent Bulfinch referred to the diagram (Handout BB) which provided a summation
of most information needed to know for this discussion in relationship to
water withdrawal from Iron Gate Reservoir. The present FERC minimums were
established over 30 years ago and water quality did not even emerge as an
issue; the Clean Water Act was not created until 1972. The decline of Klamath
runs has been constant since 1968, despite FERC minimums being met for the
most part, so water quantity is not the whole solution; water quality must be
considered as well. The poor water quality from the top draw at Iron Gate
Reservoir was verified by a study by the California Department of Water
Resources (CDWR) in 1992 which stated that the poor water quality from
releases at Iron Gate Dam had adverse effects in the Klamath River for a
considerable distance downstream (Kent would say at least 20 miles). If we
could restore 20 miles of mainstera, Kent believes we would be well on our way
toward our goals. His proposal is that interested groups (above) meet to
discuss the feasibility of developing the capability of drawing from storage
at Iron Gate and Copco Reservoirs to alleviate quantity, quality, and timing
problems of flow downstream of Iron Gate Dam. He see's no procedural
obstacles for the TF in proceeding and recommends that it be priority.

Questions and Comment

Rohde: The TF and restoration program need to hone in on these kind of
dynamic problems. I've talked with PPL and they are more than willing to
discuss this issue.

Bulfinch: One other detail regarding the cold water tap, we can't eliminate
the contribution of the darr to rhe IGH. That's why we cannot limit it to Iron
Gate Dam, we have to tap cold water resources at COPCO as well for the
hatchery. We have to treat this as a unit, not an individual impoundment.

Bingham: These concerns are in the long range plan. Thanks, Kent for
bringing this possibility to our attention. I would like to see this go
forward with some kind of effort and realize this assessment. Information
yesterday from Dave Vogel vould lead us to believe that temperature may be
just as much of a problem as flows. The similar problem at Whiskeytown
Reservoir which was addressed with a temporary curtain appears to have been
highly successful.

Eulfinch: There are various methods, however, bottom draw is not advisable
due to heavy rretals in the bottom water level as shown in the 1992 report
(above); ve have of accumulations in one reservoir of 80 years and in another
30 years, so we don't want to stir up the bottom material. What I would like
to have done he.re is for the parties to agree on what parameters (flow,
temperature and dissolved oxygen) ve want and then hsve the hydraulic
engineers tell us how they are going to give it to us.



Todd Olson (Fisheries Biologist with Pacific Power): We velcome Kent's idea
and are open to sic down with the interest groups and talk with you. The cold
water in Iron Care Reservoir is limited in quantity and does have an impact on
the hatchery. Awhile back the TF asked us to evaluate additional sources of
water for the 1GH. Next week we are hoping to release two reports to address
this: the first of these reports should really shed some- light on Kent's
proposals and the second discuss ground water availability.

Fletcher: Could you clarify your new flow regime targets?

Bulfinch: We want a flow that meets your trust obligations with the quality
requirements as well made a condition of the new FERC license.

Shake: A suggestion in regard to proposed flows, we've asked the TWG to look
at flow needs and make recommendations to us regarding input into Mike Ryan's
process. If they thought about water temperature and oxygen, maybe they can
come up with 2 sets of figures (recommendation and FERC minimums?). Then,
Kent, you and others can set dovn with Pacific Power before our February
meeting and talk about how we do a feasibility study (i.e. we want colder
water and more oxygen, is this possible).

Bulfinch: The tribes know what they want in terms of flows. We need to have
this a minimum.

Shake: I suggest we add this assignment to the one we already gave to TWG's
and to look at how they may change their recommendation to include
consideration of water temperature and dissolved oxygen. 1 suggest the TF
assign Kent the lead to meet with Pacific Power before the next meeting and
come back to TF in February with recommendations as to how we might proceed
with the concept.

Fletcher: I support and feel more comfortable with this approach.

Solem: I'm interested in the concept as well. I'm concerned with the proposed
flow component. You have to understand that there is very little storage
capacity in Upper Klamath Lake. Those FERC flows probably have something to
do with high spring runoff. There is no place to put storage other than the
Klamath project, so most goes downstream. In most years we're trying to get
rid of water in Upper Klamath Basin. The Klamath Project is a third flood
control that people forget about. To try to change FERC miniroums and to store
more water so we have it later in the year is difficult to do right now
(without additional storage). We need to look at using reservoirs for more
storage.

Bulfinch: Except for drawing water at the lower levels to improve quality, the
drawdown for additional storage or downstream flows would be. only DH an
emergency basis. Last year when irrigators were cut off and 'chert was an
effort to stretch water as far as possible, Pacific Power did provide flows
voluntarily to the extent their hardware would allow. If, in an emergency,
the Iron Gate hardware would allow us to draw 68,000 AF, you could run 1,000
cfs for 68 days (Kent, please review for accuracy), without cutting off anyone
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from the Upper Basin, so that would have gotten irrigators out of the harvest

per i od.

Stokelv: We may be confusing vater quantity and quality. Dave had some
important points. I added up the nujnbers and this proposed flow schedule
would be about 721,000 AF instead of 821, 000 AF so there would be reduction
in flows in the river. There may be structural or operational measures that
could vastly improve conditions. 1 agree vith Bill that we need a feasibility
study and TWG should look at it. It will cost some money. Can't the $44 K
carryover be used partially for this? We may need some modeler to do some
runs to see. what kind of benefits we can get in terms of cooler water. Rather
than set the objective of we want, we should do the feasibility study to see
what we can get. We may not get what we want, but there were substantial
benefits both in terms of cooler water and power from temperature control
curtains at Whiskeytown.

Miller: I have no problem with looking at feasibility of Kent's proposal.
We're looking forward to FERC relicensing to advocate for fish passage and
other needs. We don't want the results to close the door on any of our
options, but 1 see no problem going forward.

Claude Hagerty (Farmer): 1 have a suggestion and I want you to at least look
at it. It may not fit with current environmental thinking. In the 1800's
miners used a diversion of water to mine the Klamath River, we know now that
was a verv poor environmental practice. But why not take a page out of their
book, divert water, and run it around through canyon walls to cool it down,
then drop it back into the river. Why not take the principle, and technology
with what Kent proposed, and consider it?

Shake: Thank you. A proposal is on the table, do I see concurrence?

Eenthin: Remember, these number's are conceptual, no one should take them as
the answer, they're just a starting point; lets not get locked into any
number.

Crawford: Kent said earlier that the Tribes are the only one's who know what
water they need, agriculture is acutely aware of what they need as well.

Shake: Those of you who are interested in working on this issue get together
with Kent. You can set up a meeting with Pacific Corps and get back to us at
the February meeting. It would be appropriate at that point to also have a
briefing on the two reports from Pacific Corps mentioned earlier.

19. Upd ?.te of Rcauthor izn: ion for Trinity Program (Chip Er.uss). and Reports on
the status of Fiscal Yef.r 199.5 restoration projects (Sreve Lewis /;nc. John
Hsrr.lltpn)

Chip Pruss (BOR): Last April I appeared before the TF and asked for
information for the Secretary to make an inforrr.ed decision on Trinity program
extension. A week later, I submitted the infori?ation garnered to the
Secretaries office. DO! did not accept any of rcy alternatives and created
additional alternatives. These alternatives are constantly changing.
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Options now being considered include extending the program to the mouth of the
Klamath; the Secretary could appoint a coordinator to make sure all aspects
are coordinated with the TF and KFMC; and new members may be added to Trinity
TF. One option may be to extend the program for five years. Stokely and Lane
are putting together an information paper that would propose to extend the
program to have the same expiration date as the Klamath program and fund it at
$42 mill ion.

Now the bad news. the Trinity program legislation stipulates that the Trinity
Restoration Program will end on September 30, 1995. This legislation allows
for up to $2.4 million O&M funding. Most of this is for monitoring to GDFG.
This monitoring provides basic information for informed decisions to bodies
such as the TF. These funds will not be provided for such things as harvest
monitoring after September 30, 1995. What impact this will have on
Megatable, I will leave to Paul Hubbe.ll.

Paul Hubbell: Chip has summarized the current situation as CDFG sees it. Not
long ago we wrote a letter to BOR Regional Director Patterson, requesting
assurances for funding the program beyond 1995, and advising him that CDFG
will begin to wind the program down if they don't get a response. We haven't
heard back and are in a mode preparing to wind down.

Shake: What you are saying that harvest monitoring, escapement estimates, CUT
info will not be available?

Hubbell: In essence, yes. The programs ongoing are run
size/harvest/escapement; CWT programs in the Trinity; spring chinook work in
south fork Trinity; Steelhead work there. Right now my department does not
feel they can fund any of this work and, absent BOR or other federal funding,
will terminate the program.

Shake: What you just said is that these are not as a high a priority? Or you
don't have the authority to spend the money for these efforts?

Hubbell: We don't have the money.

Shake: Looks grim

Stokely: Does this mean the Megatable will be unavailable because you don't
have the data for the Trinity side?

Hubbell: In it's present form, no; pieces would be unavailable after the
current year. Certainly the Trinity hatchery returns would continue to be
available, but the natural escapements, harvest in the system would not be.

• Stokely: What does that do to the Klairath Fishery Management Council
allocation procc-ss? Or the PFMC process. Hov can you split a pie when you
don't knov how big it is?

Hubbell: You should ask those entities.
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Fletcher: We need to be extremely concerned because we are asking for a
greater level of allocation based decisions to be made as far as dividing up
the pie. This could v i t a l l y impact The harvest management process.

Shake: Absent reauthorization, BOR could still redirect funds if Roger
Patterson considered it a high priority, is that accurate?

Bruss: It depends on whether it came out in our Construction or O&M funding.
O&M is one large pot that Congress gives us every year; each Region takes it's
slice out of the pie. By the time you get down to this program it would be
sliver unless Roger Patterson fights for it. The word I get is that the O&M
is budget broke before it hits the door.

Bingham: What are annual costs of programs, the harvest monitoring and
escapement?

Bruss: 2.4 million has been provided in the last two years, this year, 1.1
million.

Bingham: How much does CDFG spend on Klamath side getting similar information?

Hubbell: >$400k; its more expensive on the Trinity side because of additional
activities being carried out there.

Bingham: It would seem provident to prepare a bare bones budget to go forward
with. Fisheries managers may want a budget to get just the information they
need to manage harvest only.

Hubbell: Such component figures are available.

Shake: I'd like to second what Nat just ssid. We haven't had a Three Chairs
meeting. I would ask that you and Ron get together and try to set one up
ASAP, and invite Boyd Gibbons to come to it. One of the agenda items would be
to discuss the funding for this monitoring program. We can't do all the
things were doing here in the basin without a credible monitoring program.

Hubbell: I am personally encouraged by those remarks. If they haven't been
sent already, there will be forthcoming letters to both FVS and NMFS seeking
assurances of funding (or support in any form) for 1996 and beyond.

Shake: Please, Ron, you and Chip take this on as an assignment to get the
Chairs together ASAP, and invite Boyd Gibbons and his staff.

20. Sts-us ofJFiscal Year 1995 _Restoration Projects

l.evis su.-nrr.arize FY 199i/1995 and Hamilton FY1995 (Handout CC) restoration
projects and funding priorities for their respective programs,

No substantive questions followed.
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21. Summary and AssiRnments

The next meeting w i l l be February 16 and 17, 1995 in Eureka. The meeting
after next was set for June 20 and 21 (Tuesday and Wednesday), 1995. It was
decided to have the meeting here in Klamath Falls, because the TF will be
taking action on the UBA.

Adj ourn

A tour of Refuge/Upper basin by ERO followed.

t



ATTACHMENT 1

KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE MEETING
November 29 - 30, 199^*
Klamath Falls, Oregon

Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force members present:

Randy Benthin
(for Rich Elliot)

Nat Bingham
Kent Bulfinch
John Crawford
(for George Thackeray

Troy Fletcher

Elwood Miller
Rod Mclnnis
Kike Orcutt
Bob Rohde
(for Leaf Hillman)

David Solera
Tom Stokely
Jack West
(for Barbara Holder

Attendees :
Terry Anthony
Teena Baker
John Bartholow
B. Battanduff
Craig Battenduff
Jim Boven
Peter Brucker
Randy Brown
John Bruss
Bob Byrne
Mike Byrne
David Cacka
Hary Carlson
Jim Carpenter
Allen Cooperrider
Jim Craig
Richard Cross
Doug Der.ton
John Denton
Randal Dinehart
Don Douglas
Randal Dureluct
R. J. Eggers
Brian Emmen
Mike Fahner

California Department of Fish £» Game

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry
California In-River Sport Fishing Community
Siskiyou County

Non-Hoops Indians Residing in the Klamath
Conservation Area
Klamath Tribe
National Marine Fisheries Service
Hoopa Valley Tribe
Karuk Tribe

Klamath County
Trinity County
U. S. Department of Agriculture

Klamsth County Planning
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
National Biological Survey
Self
Self
Self
Salmon River Restoration Council
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
Self
Lava Beds Resource Conservation District
Self
Univers i ty of Cal i forn ia
Cell Tech
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - ERO
U. S. Fish and Wdidlife Service - CCRO
Yurok Tribe
California Dept. of Vater Resources
Self
U. S. Geological Services
LV1D
U. S. Geological Services
Self
Klamath Tribe
Fahner Farms Inc.



At tendees:
Rick Fielicz
Fred Fisher
John Fortune
Jenni fer Fos ter
Ronal d -Carre tt
Maruin Garc ia
Mike Green
Bruce Halstead
Ron Hahn
Dale Hall
John Hamilton

Sam Henzel
Gene Hashin
Barney Hayt
Bill Heiney
Dick Heiney
Julie Heiney
Wilma Heiney
Luther Howsley
Paul Hubbell
Nancy Huffman
Otto Huffman
Ronald Iverson

Modesto Jimenez
Mary Johnson
Valerie Johnson
Joyce Jones
Dor thy Kandra
Nadine Kanim

George Kautsky
VJ. D. Kennedy
David King
Frank King
Kirk Kirkpatrick
Francis Kolkow
Rod Kucera
Chuck Lane
Steve Lewis
Jack Lisky
Mike Mathevs
truce McCoy
Chv i s McCullough
Mi.k<: KcKusn
Ron KcVay
Jack O'Connor
Todd Olson
James 0toman
Felice Pace
Julie Perrochet
Lee Porter

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Self
Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
U.S.D.A., Natural Resource Conservation Service
U. S. Fish and W i l d l i f e Service - ERO
Klamath Tribes
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - CCFRO
Boating Interests Upper Klamath Lake

Portland
Klamath River

Growers
Growers
Growers
Growers

Association
Association
Association
Association

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U. S. Fish and Wildlfie Service
FRO
K.D.D.
Self
Farming
Tulelake
Tulelake
Tulelake
Tulelake
K. D. D.
California Dept. of Fish and Game
Self
Farming
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Klamath River
FRO
Klamath Tribes
Yurok Tribe
KDKF - TV
Northern Califonria Indian Development Council
Tulelake Growers
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Klamath River
FRO
Hoopa Valley Tribe
Self
Agriculture
Self
Self
Self
Klamath County F. B.
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Self
U.S.D.A. Winema National Forest
liorsefly Irrigation District
Salmon River Restoration Council
Self
Self
Self
Pacific Corp.
Self
Klamath Forest Alliance
U. S. Forest Service - Klamath N. F.
U. S. Soil Conservation Service

Weaverville
ERO



Attendees:
Thomas Robison
Mike Rode
Joseph Riker
Don Rivard
Mike Ryan
Trey Senn
Tom Shaw
Tryg Sletteland
J . Staurton
Mary Taylor
Doug Tedrick
Paul Tschirky
Edgar Trunkey
Shelley Tucker
David Vicorine
Dave Vogel
David Webb

Dale Webster
Chuck Wells
Sherly Wells
Camille Womack
Bev Wesemann

Dave Zepponi

T. A. Robison Farms
California Dept. of Fish and Game
Ci ty of Klamath Falls
Bureau of Indian Affairs
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
Klamath County Economic Development Assoc.
U. S. Fish and Widlife Service - CCFRO
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund
Tulelake Growers
Tulelake Growers
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Tulelake Grange
Rossha Ent.
U. S. Soil Conservation Service
Farming
Klamath Water Users Association
Scott River Conservation Resource Management

Program
Yurok Tribe
Concerned Friends of the Winema
Concerned Friends of the Winema
Klamath Tribes
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Klamath River
FRO
Klamath Water Users Association



ATTACHMENT 2

FINAL AGENDA

KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE

NOVEMBER 29-30, 1996

KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON

November 29

8:00 am 1. Convene/Introductions

8:15 2. Adoption of Agenda and Past Minutes

8:30 3. Correspondence (Hamilton)
A. USGS Related
B. Responses
C. Information

8:35 4. Upper Basin Amendment
A. Status (Upper Basin Ad Hoc Conunittee, Keith Wilkinson)
B. Review of Task Force Direction

9:30 5. Public Comment.

10:30 6. Action: Decision on how to proceed with Upper Basin
Amendment

11:00 7. U.S. Buresu of Reclamation (Mike Ryan)
A. Status of

1. Lake levels
2. Flows
3. Forecast

B. Report on decisions re water allocation in Water Year
(WY) 94
1. Summary of meeting with Tribes
2. Summary of meeting with FERC

C. Decisions on Allocation in WY 95
1. Response to Task Force Letter
2. How will decisions be made in WY 95
3. Who are participants
^i. When will meetings take pi ice

11:45. D. Public Comment

12:30pm Lunch

1:30 8. Action: Decision on how to ensure Klarr.ath .River Restoration
Program Goals are not compromised vhen WY 95 water
allocation decisions are made.

2:30 9. Technics! Work Group (TWG) Update -
A. Scoping of Instream Flovs - Update (Bob R.hode)



B. O t h e r TVG u p d a t e s
C . USGS gauge r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ( R o n I v e r s o n )
D . N e x t s t e p o n i n s t r e a m f l o w needs a s s e s s m e n t

3:00 10 . P r e l i m i n a r y 1994 USFv'S./CCFRO R e s u l t s ( B r u c e H a l s t e a d )
A . F a l l O u e m i g r a n t S c r e w T r a p p i n g o n M a i n s t e m Klamath
B. K l a m a t h Fall Chinook Spawn ing Survey

3:30 11. B r i e f r epo r t on Tech Team l is t of concerns and act ion to be
taken to prevent ESA l i s t i n g of K l a m a t h Spr ing Chinook
(Con tac t to be de t e rmined )

3 :65 12. C D F G ' s 95 Pro jec t s and Regu la t ions (Randy Benthin)
A. Le t t e r of 8/8/94 - projects funded
B. Regulations
C. Status of Returns

1 . Irongate
2. Trinity hatchery
3. Natural stocks

D. Hatchery marking/disposal of excess fish

4:15 13. Public Comment and Task Force consideration of CDFG excess
fish policy

5:00 14. USDA Soil Conservation Service's Salmon Initiative (Jennifer
Foster)

5:30 Recess

5:45- 15. Information. - Oregon Public Broadcast on Klamath River
Restoration

6:15prr: Program from November 17, 1994 video.
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Nove.Tiber 30

8:00arr 16 . USDA/Fores t Plan U p d a t e (Ba rba ra Holder )
A . C I S p rogres s a n d e x a m p l e s o f l aye r s (Ron G a r r e t t )
B . W a t e r s h e d A n a l y s i s p rogress

8:30 17. Update on Subbasin Planning
A. Scott River CRMP (Sommarstrora)
B. Shasta River CRMP (Webb)
C. Salmon River CRMP (Brucker)
D. Yurok Tribe (Troy Fletcher; request for support from

Task Force)

9:30 Public Comment and Decision by Task Force on Yurok Tribe request

10:00 18. Request to get Pacific Power and Light, Department of Water
Resources, Technical Work Group, Tribes. CDFG, and USFWS Lewis ton
to meet to consider feasibility of bottom draw at Irongate (Kent
Bulfinch)

10:30 Public Comment and Task Force Decision on Request

11:30 19. Update on ongoing FVS grant programs in Basin
A. ERO (Steve Lewis)
B. Update of Reauthorization for Trinity Program (Chuck

Lane)

IV:45 20. .Task Force's 95 Work Plan Status (Hamilton)
A. Work Plan
B. Surplus funds from '94
C. Funding line as outside funds materialize

12:00pm 21. Summary and Action
A. date, location, agenda for meeting after next.

12:30 Adjourn

2:00 Tour of Refuge/Upper basin by ERO (If enough interest; please
respond. Will need warm clothing and boots)



ATTACHMENT 3.

TASK FORCE MEETING HANDOUTS
November 29-30, 1994

Agendum #3 Responses to past letters

Agendum

Agendum

Agendum

Agendum

Agendum

Agendum

j>10

#12

Handout A. Frampton to Bingham (9/23/94) re
reauthorization.

Correspondence provided for the information of TF

Handout B. Jeff Thomas to TF Memo (6/26/94)
Handout C. CDFG Request for Nominations (9/6/94)
Handout D. Hamberg to BOR (8/19/94)
Handout E. Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund to Ryan (9/2/94).
Handout F. Yurok Tribe to M. Ryan, BOR 10/13/94.
Handout G. Wild and Scenic River designation (9/26/94).

Handout H. Zepponi letter to TF Chair
Handout I. Synopsis of Upper Basin Amendment

Handout J. Ryan report to TF (11/29/94)
Handout K. B1A letter to FERC (11/16/94)
Handout L. BIA letter to BOR (11/16/94)
Handout M. TF letter to FERC/BOR (11/11/94)
Handout N. Copy of letter from CDFG to BIA Solicitor

Handout Q. Einghair. to Babbitt letter with Phase 1 Enclosure
Handout P. KBS to Rhode letter (9/15/94)
Handout Q1-03.USGS related correspondence

1. USGS letters to Task Force regarding gage
stations to be discontinued (8/3 & 10/7/94).
2. USDA Forest Sciences Lab letter in support of
gages (9/29/94)
3. Response to SorrjT;arstrom re stream gaging
(10/19/94).

Handout R. CCFRO Redd Counts in Mainstem Klamath

Handout S. NMFS letter requesting Chinook Stock i"fonr,ation

Handout T. Status of CDFG Kla;:.ath Projects

Handout U. CDFG Mecatable.

Handout V. Copy of letter frorr, Patrick. Darner re Hatchery
Straying issue



Agendum #14

A g e n d u m j / 1 7

Agendum #1.8

Agendum #20

Agendum #22

Agendum # 2 3 .

Handout W. USDA NRCS info on Salmon Restoration Program
Handout X . Copy of letter to Luanna Kiger

Handout Y. Scott River Watershed CRtfP Committee Status
Report

Handout Z. Shasta River Watershed CFLMP Committee Status
Report

Handout AA . Letter from the TF to California State Coastal
Conservancy

Handout BB. Copy of letter from K. Bulfinch

Handout CC . Task Force 1995 Work Plan

Handout DP. Trinity County, to Babbitt (11/16/94
Handout EE. Hoopa Tribe to Stokely (9/12/94)
Handout FF. Trinity County Background (9/12/94)

Handout GG . Preliminary Assessment of Increased Klamath
River flows for Salmon During the Late Summer
and Fall of 1994. Vogel Environmental Services.



KLAMATH R I V E R E A S I N FALL CHINOOK SALMON R U N - S I Z E ,
HARVEST AND SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT--1994 SEASON1'

The 1994 a d u l t f a l l chincc): s a l m o n run into the K l a m a t h R ive r system
has a g a i n tu rned out to be s i g n i f i c a n t l y s m a l l e r than that projected
preseason. It is, however, the largest run recorded since 1989.
This y e a r ' s g r i l se r e tu rn is the larges t recorded since 1988.

Ear l i e r th is year , based on managemen t decisions a f f e c t i n g the 1994
season f i s h i n g regulations, f i sher ies scientists projected that
81,200 adu l t f a l l chinook salmon would return to the Klamath River
this f a l l . Us ing this f i g u r e , they projected an in-river harvest of
14,300 adul ts , wi th the remain ing 66 ,900 going to natural and
hatchery spawning escapements. The fo l lowing table presents, in
abbreviated form, 1994 preseason adul t harvest and spawner
escapement project ions, a long wi th corresponding postseason
estimates.

Preseason Postseason
projection estimate (*)

Harvest

Indian net 11,800 11,595 (98.3)

Angler 1 ,400 1,768 (126 .3)

Net & ang le r mor ta l i t ies (un l anded ) 1 , 100 963 (87 .5 )

Subtotals 1 4 , 3 0 0 1 4 , 3 2 6 ( 1 0 0 . 2 )

Spavner Escapement

Natura l 35,100 33,361 (95.0)

Hatchery 31. 800 14,536 ( 4 5 . 7 )

Subtotals 66 .900 47 .897 (71.6)

Totals 81,200 6 2 , 2 2 3 ( 7 6 . 6 )

^Percent of projected figures in pa ren theses .

Cc-plete run-s ize , harvest and spavner escapenent figures for both
adul ts and g r i l se for years , 197S-19S4, are presented in the
accor.pany.ing table.

-' Prepared December 12, 1994 by the Ca l i fo rn i a Department of Fish
and Game, Klamath-Trini ty Program.



DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
kNiSTIM S T R f f T

16) 654-1369

December 15, 1994

Dr. Ron Iverson
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klaroath River Fishery Resource Office
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, Ca l i fo rn i a 96097-1006

D e a r _Dr— — 1 ve rs o n :

Attached for your information is the table titled,
"Klaraath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement,
In-river Harvest and Run-size Estimates, 1978-1994", plus a
cover sheet summarizing 1994 season results.

Please note that all figures for years, 1978 through
1993, are now final; 1994 figures are preliminary, and subject
to revision.

Sincerely,

Paul M. Hubbell, Supervisor
Klair.ath-Tr inity Program
Field Operations

Attachment



m a t h River B a s i n Fal l C h i n o o k S a l m o n Spawncr E s c a p e m e n t , I n - r i v e r Harvest and Ron-s ize E s t i m a t e s ,
1978-1994*

Page 1 c' 7

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Sp,
Iron Gate Hatchery
TnniTy River Hatchery
Subtotals

Griise_ Adu!|s_ Totals
915 6.925 7,840

J.325 6,034 7.359
2240 12,959 15.199

Grilse
257
964

1,221

Adults

2,301
1.335
3,636

Tola
2,5
2,2
4,8

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

(atcve Willcw Creek, nc'.oding ~! r.H)
SaJmon River basin
Scon River basin
Shasta River basin

4,

1,
1,
6.

Bogus Creek basin j
Main Stem Klarnath River
(exclodnfl IGH)

Misc. Klamalh tributaries
fcbo^e Hoopa and Yurt* R^L-'̂ aJJoru)

Hocca and Yurok Reservation uibs. !
Subtotals ; "£

712
400
909
707
651

300

735
-- b
414

31,052
2,600
3,423

12,024
4,928

1,700

2,765
-- b

55.492

35.764
4.000
5,332

18.731
5,579

2,000

3,500
-- b

74,906 J

3,936
150
428

1,040
494

466

147
100 C

l~6,761

6,028
1,000
3,396
7.111
5.444

4.190

1.068
400 c

30.637

11.9S4
1.150
3,824
8,151
5,938

4.666

1,215
500 C

37,395

16.837
200

2,245
4,334
1.749

867

500
250 C

26,982

7.700
800

2.032
3,762
3.321

2,468

1.000
400 C

21.4S3

24,537
1,000 i
4,277 <
8,096
5.070

3.335 i

1.500
65Oc

48.465

Total Spawner Escapement

Angler Harvest
fCoj-nalh River f>oir» H*\ 101 t-c;e)
Trinity River basin <aî >.-e v.^AC.-aer
Ealarvce of K!crr.e'h s> s-.em
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*

i 18,654 71,451

IN

, Griise Adults
;r 122 854

j j — d — d
' 1,960 £40

2.082 1,694

90,105 [ 7.982

-RIVER HARVEST

TotaTs
976
-- d

2.600
3.776

1 Grilse
1 2-6
I 7C5

1 .200
L~2~7l&1

We/nath River f>e*3wH«y 101 triijej :
KJamavh River (K.vy 101 10 Tnrifr/ ric«jfri) 1 — — —
Trinrtv River jHcx-oa F*=xr.-o7ion) ! — — —
Subtotals

! Total In-river Harvest

; 1.800 "i8.200

; ; 3.662 IS. £94

20.000

34,273

" Adults

1,157
500

2.141

42,255 | [ 29,689

Totals
700

1,922
1,700
4,322

_ _

1.350

23,776 3.531

13,650

15,791

15,000

19,322 |

Grilse
835

2,456
2,600
5,891

27.994 57.6S3

Adults
727
998

2.771
4.496

TO'.EJS

1,5c2

5371
10,3£7

495
272
220
987

9,605
1.528

880
12.013

10. ICC
1,800
1,100

13.0CO

f 6,878 16,509 23.3S7

i IN-RrVERRUN

Totals • G'iise Adults
In- river Harves: c-.d EiC£pe.~£n! •; 22,526 Si, 345
Ar.oilng Venality ps ^st-.-r, 1 : 42 34
\e; K'orta'rrv ,-?s <* ̂ .--j 1 ! 144 1 .456

1 Total In-river Run ! ; 22,722 92,635

To'-sls"
1 13.881

76
1,600

Grilse
11,513

44
[ 108

115.557 ]( 11,665

"""Adults
50,064

13
1.092

51.199

fotcls i
61,577 !

87
1.200 I

"Grilse" '
j 36,567
1 118

79

62,86-4 j ( 36,764

Ad u its
44.503

90
961

45,554

-T~" ." •" • V

&- . . 0 , :
c. ' . Z.

e2.;- =

(continued on rve;l p = ^ij



K D a m a t h River B a s i n Fa l l Ch inook Sa lmon Spawner Escapement , I n - r i v c r Harvest and Rnn-s izc
1978-1994*

[ SPAWNER ESCAPEMEhrr "^^

'

Hatcherv Spawners
Iron Gate Hatchery (IGKJ
Trinity Rrver Hatchery rrfiH)
Subtotals

$£?3is£&i

Grilse

1
1

540
004
.544

§UiLl!5̂ &&«@&2i *3£*s$fc:;BSi n.̂ -gsHSKsassH tse»K8ss
Adults

2.055
2,370
4,425

Totals
2,595
3,374
5,969

[ G r i l s e
1 ,833
4,235

I 6,068

Adults
8,353
2,058

10,411

Totals
10,186
6,293

16.479

Grilse
514
271
785

BfeS k'*K
Adults

8,371
5,494

,13,865

f$P
To:

£

5
14

b l̂
s 'c

££5
765 '
£50

Natural Spawners
Trinity R'rver basin

(above Willow C'eck, excluding TRH)
Salmon River basin
Scott River basin
Shas!a R.ver basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Siem tO&matri River
(excluing IGH)

Misc. Wa/nath uibularies
t îxve Hccp« and Yurok Rojr.-aScxrs)

Hoopa and Yurok Reservation Iribs.
SublotaJs

5,906
450

3,409
4,330

912

1,000

500
-- b

16.507

15.340
750

3,147
7.890
2,730

3.0OO

1.000
-- b

33.867

21.246
1.200
6,556

12,220
3,642

4.000

1.500
-- b

50,364

8,149
300

4.350
1,922
2,325

1,000

600
-- b

18,646

9,274
1,000
5,826
6,533
4,818

3,000

1.500
— b

31,951

17.423
1,300

10,176
8.455
7.143

4.000

2.100
— b

50,597

853
75

170
753
335

200

140
— b

2.526

17,284
1.200
3,398
3,119
2,713

1.800

1.270
-- b

30.784

18,137 :
1.275
3,568 :
3,872 i
3,&i6

2.000 I

1,<10
-- b

33.310

Total Spawner Escapemenl 18,051 38,282 56,333~] | 24,714 42,362 67.076 || 3.311 44,649 47.960

IN-RfVER HARVEST

Anqler Harvest
K3a/r.=lh Rrve: t->:*«*-,- \ci t-vje)
Trinity River tcsin titoc /.o:wc.-&at<j
Balance o< VCaTieth syriem
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*
K3amalh Rrver (t>eJow HA-^ 101 tndje)
KGajna'Ji RN'er (H^y 101 UJT™-^ irxx«h)
Trin'rty RK-er i

m&££&j£.
Grilse

536
1,456
5.260

'" 7,252

Adults
1 ,7 1 4
3,174
1,095
5.S63

Totals i
2.250 1
4,630 {

. 6,355
13,235 !

Grilse
1,252
2,554
8,678

12.484

Adults
3.539
2,321
2.479
8.339

Totals
4,791
4,875

11.157
20.623

Grilse
60

116
175
351

Adults
750

2,360
1,125
4.235

TCU.S
£•,0

2.47E
V30C
<: 536

Subtotals r

! Total In- river Harvest ; :

!

Totals
l.-.-iT.-er Ha.'vest and Esic^err.er.i
Anc;'.,',g K'.onaiiry p* rf ^-.^ 1
Ke; Wcr.al'rtY ,?=>>. <* vt-.-erj t

! Total In- river Run

2.465 33.033 35,498 i 1,799

9,717 39,016 48,733 | j 14,283

IN-RIVEH RUN

G?ilse Adults Tc;als
27,768 77.298 ',05,056

145 120 255
197 2.643 2.S40

Grilse
38,997

250

28,110 £0,061 "i06,171 I 39.3S1

14,482

22,821

AcJul'.s
65,183

167
1 ,159

66,509

16,281 163

37,104 514

TcTais"
104,180

417
1,303

Gri'.se"
3,£25

7
13

105.900 | [ 3.845

7,890 8 053

12,125 12639

55.774 e:.-199
£5 S2

631 -,i-

57.490 6^c£

(continued on rJ
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners
Iron Gate Hatchery (iGH)
Trinity Rrver Hatchery rrpH)
Subtotals

Natural Spawners
Trinity Rrver basin

(»±>o.» Willow C;eek. »«:luc!.ng 1 RH)
Salmon Rrver basin
Scott Rrver basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem HOamath River
(excluding IGH)

Misc. KJamath tributaries
{ato. • Hocpa and Yurofc fvet^r ̂ aliens)

Hocpz and Yurck Reservation tribs^

Grilse
764
766

1,530

Adults
5,330
2,166
7,496

Totals
6.094
2,932
9,026

Gri'.se
2,159

18,166

_ACMts_ Totals
19,951 22,110
2,583 20.749

20,325 22.534 42,859

2338̂ 3̂
^rj|?i_ _^?!yL1§._ Totals
1~,461 17.096 18,557
3,609 15,795 19.404
5,070 32,891 37,961

3,416
216 g
358
480
465

200

150
-- b

5.285

5,654
1.226Q
1,443
2,362
3,039

1,350

990
-- b

16,064

9,070
1.4-42g
1,801
2.842
3,504

1,550

1,140
-- b!

21.349 )

29,454
906

1,357
2227
1,156

156

646
50 h

35.951

9,217
2.259
3,051
2,897
3,491

46S

4,214
80 h

25,677

38.671
3.164
4,408
5,124
4,647

624

4,860
130 h

61,628

20,459
949

4.865
683

1,184

196

606
--b

28,942

92,548
2,716
3,176
3,274
6,124

603

4,919
— b

113,360

113.007 ;

3,665
6.041 ;

3,957 !

7.308 '

799 ;

5,525 :
-- b

142,302Subtotals

LTotal Spawner Escapement j

5.285 16,064

6,815 23,560

21.349 ) 35.951 25,677 61,628 28,942 113,360 142,302

30,375 j [ 56,276 48,211 104.467 34,012 146,251 180.26X3

j IN -RfVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest
KJarr.a'.h R.ver t-«icwH.v, ici brtije)
Trinity Rrver basin fr--;o.tV.'3-v,c.-?ek}
BaJance of tCamath system
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*

teSgarSSgJ^JJS
Gnise Adults

175 54S
393 736

i 364 2,056
j S52 3,340

SgsS^SKS
Si*S-*cS:> ŝ.-̂ b Sjfl*

TotcJs |
722 j

1,129 j
2/40 1
4.2-32 !

UlSgsJsS
Grilse
1/79
5,442
4.274

'1,195

Adults'""
2,427 i

154 i
1.001 i
3,582 i

Totals
3,906
5,596
5.275

14,777

Grilse
704

3.438
5.266
9.408

Adults
2,456

12,039
6.532

21,027

ToiaJs
3,160

15,477
11,798
30.435

VCarr.ath Rrver £-eJo>vHwy 101 bridge)
KJamath Rrver (H«y 101
Trinity River (K.-CCJ R«*r.-a--cri)
Subtotals

i
i

I

Tola
In-,-
Anc;
Net '

i

Total In -river Harvest '

! 455

i 1/07

18.670

22,010

19,125

23,417

, 1 555 11,566 13,121 854 25,127 25.961

: 12

<N'- RIVER Rl.

l§
-.•er Ha-^-es; a.id Escapemsnt
ing WoP.clity £S. c<Vtr.-as^ f

Total In- river Run

i Griise
| £.222

! 36

! 8,277

W5}££gS
Adults '
45,570

67
1.4S4

47.131

TctaJs
53.792

86
1.530--

-55/08

• ~G r
; eg

!

I J 69

750

JN

iise
,026
224
124

.374

15,148

MJ^^Adults
63,359

72
S25

64,356

27.898 I 10,262

Totals
132,385

296
1.049

Griise
4^.274

188
. . 68 .

133,730 | 44.530-

46,154

Adu;".s
1 92,405

421

2.010

154,836

56,416

~=^-?:-;:.-'.<.
:-'-

r?5.£7i
60S

2.07S

239.2K

(continued on nexi p^ce".



K D a r n a t h River B a s i n Fal l Chinook Salmon Spawncr E s c a p e m e n t , l o - r i v e r Harvest and Run- s i ze Estimates,
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Page

Hatchery Spawnors
Iron Gate Hatchery <IGH)
Trinity Rrver Hatchery
Subtotals

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Natural Sjjawners
Trinity Rrvet basin

(abovt Willow Oeek, Deluding TRH)
SaJmon Rrver basin
Scotl Rrver basin
Shasta R'rver basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem Wameth River
(exclucEng IGH)
Misc. Klamalh tributaries

(alxxw Hc«̂ >« «.-v( YLTC* Rtco-.-slicyis)
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tiibs.
SubtotaJs

5,949
118
797
398

1.208

65

237
-- b

8,772

71,920
3.832
7,769
4,299
9,748

863

3,286
— b

101,717

77.869
3.950
8,566
4,697

10,956

928

3,523
-- b

110,489

10.626
327
473
256
225

164

418
55k

12.544

44.616
3.273
4.727
2,536

16,215

2,982

4,167
820k

79,386

55,242
3.600
5,200
2,842

16.440

3.146

4.5S5
875k

91,930

2,543
695

1.188
137
444

214

248
40k

5.509

29.445
2.915
3,000
1.440
2,218

1.011

3,239
600k

43,868

!
31,558

3,610
4, IBS
1,577
2.662

1,225

3.487
6*0 k'

4S.377 ;

Total Spawner Escapement 1 13,050 130,840 143,890 17.905 112.844 130,749 )| 6,579 65,859 72438

IN-FWER HARVEST ^^^

Angler Harvest i
Kamath River t̂ :-* n^.y 101 brxijej
Trinity Rrver basin *,•£->.•* Y,~.-.«C--^
Balance of KJajriatn system
SubtotaJs

Indian Net Harvest*
KJamalh Rrver fcetwH.̂  101 t^se)
KJamath River 0^*y 101 toTnrvt/ moĵ i)
Trinity River (Hccca Fv~-..e«vaion)
Subtotals

I Total In-iK'er Harvest !

^^WESSBBBBiiiii
Grilse Adults Totals

146 2,455 2,601
923 9,433 10,356

4.367 8,281 12,648
5.436 20,169 25,605

36 39,978 40,014
117 8,136 8,253
262 4,982 5,244
415 53,096 53,511

5,851 73,265 79,116

1 Grilse
124

' 2,735
; 2.552
1 5,411

138
173
267

; 578

j 5,989

""Adults
3,367
9,341
9 4 9 5

22.203

36,914
9,667
5,070

51.651

73.854

Totals
3.491

12,076
12,047
27,614

Grilse
137
209

1,921
2.267

37,052
9,840
5,337

52,229_,

0
120
71

191

79,843 2,458

^ESli
Adults

1,328
3,054
4.393
8,775

37.130
4,961
3,474

45.565

£4,340

s!̂ ^HQ

Tc:=:s

32S3
6.31*

11.042

37,130
£,081
3.54£

45.7££

5c.7£S

I

Totals
In — rrver Harvest c~c Ec:;c£~-rit
Angling Mcna'iry c^--. c/hv.sr.; '.

\ Total In-river Run j

IN- RIVER RUN

Grilse Adults Totals
. 18,901 204,105 223.006
j 109 403 512

33 4,248 4.261

[J9.043 208,756 227,799

i Gfiise
I": 23.ES4
i| 108

j j 24.C4S

Adults"
-,86,698

444
4.132

191,274

Tola's i Grilse
210.5&2

552
4,178

1 9,037

• 15

215,322 1 j 9.097

" Adults"
120,193

176
3.645

124,020

^Sv31

1 c'": t "

^--.

T33.Vi7

(continue c on

•
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

^tchery Spawners
ion Gate Hatchery poo
"rinitY Rrver Hatchery ITRH)
Subtotals

Maturat Spawners
Friniry Rrver basin

(above Willow Cieek. excluding TRH)
Salmon Rrver basin
Boon River basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Wain Stem KJamath Rrver
(excluding IGH)

Misc. Wamath tributaries
(&t<v« HiJCpa flJ^d YLTC :̂ Rewrrt̂ ra)

•Soopa and Yurok Reservet'on tribs.
Subtotals

^SSSS
Gi:ise

321
371
692

2IZSS!
Adults

6,704
1,348
8.052

O2££^S§
Tolals

7,025
1,719
E.744

f Grilse
65

205
270

tfi-vififc
Adults

4,002
2.482
6,484

SSSgHii E§i3Si
TolaJs

4.067
2,687
6.754

Grilse
3,737

211
3,948

iSiOiySSS
Adults

3.581
3,779
7,360

^HH
TctaJs

7.318
3.990

11,308

241
5961
236
118
53

59

30
17k

1,350

7,682
4,071 1
1,379

415
732

505

694
118k

15.596

7,923
4 ,667 I
1.615

533
785

564

724
135k

382
143
146
10
20

8

9
O k

16,946_) 718

4,867
1.337
2.019

716
1,261

572

495
382

11,649

5.249
1.480
2.165

726
1,281

580

504
k 382k

12.367

2,563
547
965

66
556

234

153
59

5,143

7.139
778

1.873
520
598

366

280
k 474 k

12.028

9,702
1,325
2,838

5S6
1,154

6OO

433
£33 >

17.171

Total Spawner Escapement j | 2,042 23,648 25.690J i 988 18,133 19,121 9,091 19.388 28.<79

IN -RIVER HARVEST

^^SS^^£l-''-'I'i'*v3S^5'̂ 3 EsS î:'S;"̂ l̂t-rrrJTS5Si"iS;̂ ^SI •̂î S'̂ ^̂ -tiiLy^SG '̂̂ ^̂ ^
Analer Harvest i Grilse
Kia/rva'.n R.ver t&:-* r>*\ 101 t^jf)
Trinity River tasin $hi.cvt Vii:* c-seio
Balance c' /Carrie'.1"! svr.-rn
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*
K!amath Rrver jxJcw Ht^ 101 tndj«)
Klarr.ath River p-f«y 101 loTiv*/ .TKXUI)
Trinity Rrver (Keeps Ros -̂.-ztioni
Subtotals

58
22

2,020
2.100

13
141
36

. 190

Total In- river Harvest • 2.290

AcultS
2S1
328

2.934
3.553

3,648
3,447

811
7,906

11,459

Toie.'s
349
350

4.954

Grilse
19
94

573
£.653 ! 6B6

3,661
3.5S3

847
8.096

i 7

30
L 62

13,749 ; 748

Adults
314

1.177
1,892
3. 383

3,902
5.016
1,280

10,198

.13,581

Tctais | Grilse
333

1,271
2/65
4.069

13
158

3,949
4,120

3,909 [ 124
5,041 200
1.310 I 42

10,260 1 366

14,329 : 4.4S6

Adults
20

314
668

1.002

1.152
3.687

946
5.785

6,787

TctaJs
33

*72

£ 122

1

1,276
3.857

SSE ;
6.151

I

11.273 ;

IN -RIVER P.'JM

Totals
In-fiver Harvest ar.d Escapement
Ar.c'inc f/oriaJrfy ps dh&.-.ec^t
N't T Mcr,eirr>' r?s c/ ̂ .-,«o f

GflTse
4.332

15

Total In-river Run i 4,389

Adults
35,107

71
632

35.810

To'.aJs : Griise
3 c ^-3 9 1 / 3 6
. 'l13 j ' 14

647 ! 5

40,199 ! 1,755

asp
31.7-4

££
816

22,598

JS^TT
33,450 . • 13,577

62 ;: 82
621 ; : 29

3^ .353 i | 13.6-S8

•^EE3T
25,175

163

25 658

I

7; • ̂ _ c

"i!;:
,

4'"- ' • •

(continued on nex: ^z !
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners
li.or. Gate Hatchery
Trinity Rrver Hatchery
Subtotals

Grilse
8&3
736

1,619

Adults
20,828

815
21,643

Totals
21,711

1,551
23,262

Grils*
753

4,251
5,009

Adults
11.475
3,061

14,536

TotaJs
m 12.233

7,312
19,545

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

(above Willow Cieck, ticluding 7RH)
Salmon River basin
Scott Rrver basin
Shasta Rrver basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem KJamalh Rrver
(excluding IGH)
Misc. (Oamath tributaries
(abcv« Hocpa a/id YLTC*. f>:&««vat!ons)

Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs.
Subtotals

2,465
456
265

85
431

31 n

92
O h

3,825

5.905
3.077
5,035
1,341
3.2S5

647 n

2,470
98 h

21.858

8.370
3.533
5,300
1.426
3.716

678 n

2.562
98 h

25.683

3.150
426
462

1.411

619

620 n

154
O h

6.842

11,209
3,833
2.367
3,947
7.585

3.228 n

1,126
66 h

33.361

14,359
4.259
2.829
5.358
8,204

3.845 n

1.280
66 h

40,203

] Total Spawner Escapement

i

i

Angler Harvest
tCa.Tiath River f •>;•* **-,• 101 if.-^)
Trin'rty Rrver basin ;-<,>« ^•^r*c,-&>
Balance of KJarna;h system
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*
KJamath River f>efe* H~y 101 tndje)
Klamath Rrver (H*y 101 \oin-ti mcuth
Trinity River (Kxpa Fva^ .̂'otijni
Subtotals

| Total In- river Harvest

5,444

)

Grilse
23

172
1,730
1,925

62
80
33

175

2.100

43,501

Adults
669
391

2,112
3,172

3,017
5.127
1.492
9,636

12.&08

48,945 J 11,851

IN-R1VER HARVEST

Totals
692
563

3,842
5,097

Grilse
231
308

2,121
2,660

3,079
5.207
1,525
9,811

81
78
94

253

14,908 ) | 2,913

47.897

Adults
538
366
864

1,768

4.313
5,016
2.266

1 U595

13,363

59,74*

A
^?W^^i

Totals
769
674

2,985
4,428

4,394
5.094
2,360

11.845

16,276

! 1N-RIYLR RUN . . |

Tp_ta,ls
In-ir.-er Harvest and E^:ap-err,ent
Angling Mortality ps; c/^t^•es•J f
N'eT Mortality^-; d it-.T-si \

\ Total )n-;iver Run

f«*£
Grilse
7,544

39
14

) \~TW

ILU££|D
Adults
66,309

63
771

57,143

~ "fcials "'
63.E53

102
785

Grilse
14,764

53
20

64,740 j 14837

Ac Gits""""
61.260

35
S28

62,223

7o',a.;s
7G.C24

88
S48

77.060

(continued on ne
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Klamath River Basin fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement. In-river Harvest and Run-jize Estimates,
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Page 7 of 7

a/ Prepared December 12, 1994. All f igures are California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
counts/esiimaies unless otherwise indicated. All figures for Iron Gate and Triniry River hatcheries
represent counts of fish entering those fac i l i t ies. All spawner escapement figures for the Shasta
River basin for 1 978-1 987, plus those for Bogus Creek basin for 1 980-1991 are based on counts
made at counting stations located near the mouths of these streams. All remaining spawner
escapements and all harvest figures are est imates developed from data obtained through ongoing
field investigations in the Klarnath-Trinir- system. Figures for years through 1993 are final; 1994
figures are preliminary, subject to revisicn.

b/ Figure not available.
c/ USFvVS estimate.
d/ In 1978, the Klamath River system sport salmon fishing season was closed August 25. There

was essentially no spon harvest of fall chinook in the Trinity River basin in 1 978.
e/ USFWS est imates for y e a r s through 1982; 1983 through 1993 estimates jointly made by USFvVS

and Hoopa Valley Business Council Fisheries Department (HVBCFD); 1994 estimates jointly made
by HVBCFD for the Hoopa Reservation and Yurok Tribal Fisheries Department for the Yurok
Reservation.

f/ Factors for non-landed catch mortality calculated by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team
(KRTAT, 1986, 'Recommended Spavining Escapement Policy for Klamaih River Fall-run Chinook').

Q/ U.S. Forest Service estimate.
h/ HVBCFD estimate. Estimate for s t reams in Hoopa Reservation only.
i/ In 1985, the Klamath River sys tem sport salmon fishing season was closed to the taking of "all

salmon below the U.S. H^hway 101 bridge from September 9 through December 31; the Klamath
from the U.S. Highway 101 bridge to Iron Gate Dam and the Trinity River from its mouth to
Lewiston Cam were closed to the taking of salmon 22 inches and longer from September 23
through December 31, 1585.

j/ Est imates for Keeps Reservat ion ponicn of catch ( = 947 grilse and 1,941 adults) are of catch
occurring during open fishing periods only.

k/ Estimates jointly made by USFWS and HVBCFD.
I/ Final figures for Salmon River basin natural spewners shown in the December 11, 1991 table were

incorrect. Corrected figures, plus necessary revisions to the 1990 totals, are presented here.
m/ Figure does not include 2,333 adults that/following entry into Iron Gate Hatchery, were returned

to the river alive and unspawned, and v.hich are presumed to have spawned naturally.
n/ CDFG estimate based on USFvVS redd count data.



Agendum / /3
Handou t A

United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240
September 23, 1994

Mr. Nathaniel Bingham
Vice Chairman
KJamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097-1006

Dear Mr. Bingham:

Thank you for your letter of July 11, 1994, expressing support for reauthorizing the Trinity
River Fish and Wildlife Restoration Program (Trinity River Program). It is important that a
group such as the KJamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force (KJamath Task Force) is
supporting the reauthorizing effort. In developing proposed legislative language to reauthorize
the Trinity River Program, the Department of the Interior (Department) will consider the
elements you suggested in your letter.

The Department recognizes the importance of close coordination between the KJamath and
Trinity River Programs. As we continue in our efforts to restore the fish and wildlife
resources of the Klamath and Trinity River Basins, we look forward to working closely with
the Task Forces of the Klamath and Trinity Restoration Programs. If you have any further
questions or concerns regarding the Trinity River legislative proposal, please contact Mike
Spear, Regional Director for the Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon, at (503) 231-
6118.

Sincerely,

George T. Frampton, Jr.
Assistant Secretary for Fish

and Wildlife and Parks

I/

Celebrating the United Slates Constitution



United States Department of the Interior
AUG "5 1994OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Washington. n.C. 20240

July 24, 1994

Mr. Nathaniel Bingham
Vice Chairman
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
P.O Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097-1006

Dear Mr. Bingham:

Secretary Babbitt has received your letter of July 11, 1994, supporting the reauthorization of the
Trinity River Fish and Wildlife Restoration Program and forwarding elements intended to improve
the reauthorization process. Please be assured that the Department will review and respond to
your suggestions as quickly as possible.

Thank you for your continued interest in the Department of the Interior.

Sincerely,

Paddy^lcGuire
Special Assistant to the Secretary and
Director of the Executive Secretariat



Agendum (73
Handout B

United States Department of the In ter ior USuS
J M fr^TWi'aii INI

FISH AND WM.DUFI SLfcMCI

a l Services O f f i c t
2800 C o t t a g e *ay

S»cr«^tn:o . C a l i f o r n i a ?

w_ M l f; 199^
K.: r lsmath 7a«X Forct ?t;h«ical VctX Croup

J e f f Thonvis. I n s t r e a n f low Ajicssir-enU Branch

I n « t r e & m f low Study Proposal

There -i » need for ec>^< c l a r i f i ca t i on concerning the study propcs*! prepared
bv t h i s of f ie*. Vse of the J n s t r e a m Flo* increment*.) Methodology UFIM) vas
prcipcceo to assess th« instreair f lov n««ds of »r)r>4romc-u* $p«cie> *-hiC-*> use the
VI »^* ^h Riv«r to fpawn and r e a r . There pee^vs to b« fo^ifc confusion between th«
I 7 I K ind tht habitat c i n u l a t l c n component (r.HAESJK) of tht methoooJogy . An
ir js : r«arr . f low slvdy ejicorr\pas?es n-ore than just resu l t s der ived f r o m PKAESIM
i i . * . . we igh ted vsab l* a r e a ) . I t v»« never in tended that s t ream/low
7t-cui rewent* would fc>« determined solely on th««t results. Certainly, a
r i c r c h a b i t a t ve r sus 5 t r * a m f l o v re la t ipnehip developed for Anadromous ?p«ciet
ir in-; r iver wil l fce of iorr-e use; but other 6lreamflo>* rttjuiren>ent* for
ir.air.-.ensnce of su i t ab le water ten,peratur« *J>d o;oality, chan/jel in tegr i ty ,
r ; p a : i a n vegetation tre importsnt as veil. Studies to det«rndne these

are part of th« 3FJK. process.

Mnybe ii vas not c lea r in the proporal, but whatever inves t iga t ions art
\:tos,ider«d important by the ln? t re*m fltr*' aseessment* worX group vouid b«
c c n s - d e r e d IOT jmple t r .en ta t ion in Phase II ol the project . The product of
?has«; 2 wo-old be Phase II s tudy reco:TT>en<Jat ions iea:hed a f t e r con.ciderabl*
^ v ^ e i : c h and d i s r u s f j o n by the GSOUF. ^.t the appropriate t ime the GPOUP wil l
a s s i c n '.he. l ead for ?ha$e 33 f t u c y t s sXs b A f t d on the exper t i se of croup

Sip ^J-.P agency or en t i ty w i l l lead the pTO^ect at a vhol*. Thif ehould
a l J e v i o ' . e the perceived p jobJem tha t n^jor project decisions >nioht be rode
U.TI j at e r a l l y . I would, hc-vever. not recornrr-eno that the vork group operate by
c^r .s - rnfus . R a t h e r , tone major i ty ( e .g . J/3 or 3 /< ) should de t e rmine the
<55v*c. t :on of the e f f o r t . 3 believe this is necessary- for the process to
•r>roc?-?d past the reeling *tage .

Speaking for th:5 o f f i c e , ve do not seek to ccntrcl the study of the K i a ^ a t h
? j v » v Eccsyster . Ve vsl i o ladly p a r t i c i p a t t in a cooperat ive e f f o r t to
r ^ s - t & r e *r><5 protect this ecctyttism.

V
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August 31, 1994

To: All Interested Person*

REQUEST TOR NOMINATIONS

KJamalh River Basin Conservation Area Restoration Program-
Council Memberships

The State of California is seeking qualified individuals to serve on the KDamath Fishery Management Council
and the KJamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force. Both groups Lave been established pursuant to the KJamath
River Basin Restoration Act (Public Law 99-552). Nominations should be tent to the letterhead address and
must be received by October 14, 1994. Nominations roust include a summary of the nominee's qualifications
for the particular position, including the length and type of relevant experience. Individuals may Dominate
themselves or be Dominated by other individuals or orgajiizations. Current members may be reappointed, but
must be renominaled. All positions described in this announcement are filled by appointment of the Governor
of California, and serve at his/her pleasure.

Klamath Fishery Management Council

The KJarasih Fishery Management Council {KFMQ is charged with establishing a long-term plan and policy for
the management of in-river and ocean fisLtries that affect KJamath and Trinity River basin anadroroous fish
stocks; rDiklcg harvest regulation recommendations to the fishery reg-clc'.ory agencies; and conducting public
bearings regarding ocean and in-river birve.sting of Klar&sfi tad Trinity basin fish stocks. Nominees are sought
to represent the following fishing groups (orie representative for each group).

• The commercial salmon fishing industry

• The in-river sport fishery

• The offshore sport fishery

KFMC numbers must be knowledgeable and experienced in the mac£gen>ent and conservation, or the
recreational or commercial harvest, of the anadromous fish resources of northern California. These
appointments will be made after consultation with appropriate users of the area anadromous fish resources.

Klemath River Basin Fisheries TES!' Fcrve

The KUra^th PJver Basin Fisheries Task Force (Task Force) assists the S?crtUry of the Interior rrgiidkg the
formulat ion, coordination, tad iciplerninlslion of the KJimslh PJver Ezsin Conscrvilio:! Area Restoration
Program. The Task Force m;els rcg-jlarly to assess the status of fishery habitats for anadromous fish slocks of
the basin, £_sd to review proposed projects timed at prolecticg or restoring their habitats using funds
fcpproprisled by the Federal government and matched by nee-Federal fucd sources. Nominees are sought to
represent the following fishing groups (oce representative for each group).

• The commercial salmon fishing industry

• The in-river sport fishery



To AH Interested Personj
August 31, 1994
Page Two

Ta-<i Forct member* ihould be kDO\vledgtable »bout techniques of salmon Libitat protection and restoration,
and have i basic understanding of salmon life history and biology.

Meeting Frequency

Tbe K5MC usually meets over two consecutive days during the months of September, February, Marcb, and
April. Meetings usually tale place in Arcata excepl the -March and April meetings, whici are held in
conjunction will tbe rowlings of the Pacific Fishery Mmagemeal Council to Portland, Orej on. Of San
Francisco. Tbe Task For« usually meets for two consecutive days during the months of February, April, June,
and October »t various locations throughout the KJamath-Trinity basin.

Jrave! Expenses

Members are reimbursed for actual travel expenses incurred whfle attending official meeting*. AdministnUoo
of, and support for the two groups is provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Nomination Procedure

All nominations must be accompanied by the following information and must be received b> October 14, 1994.

1. Name of nominee

2. Address and telephone cumber of the nominee

3. Position and Group (KFMC or Task Force)

4. Experience (specify the amount and kinds of experience which qualify the individual to serve to the
particular position)

5. Name, address, and telephone cumber of individual or organization submitting the nomination

For more information, contact Mr. LB Boydstun, at the letterhead address, telephone 916/653-7794 or
Dr. Ron Iverson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P. O. Box 1006, Yreka. California 96097-1006, telephone
(916) 842-5763.

Sincerely,

t

Bo>d
Director

cc: Dr. Ron Iverson
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^ Cc<jmlrooocf
Borrau

of to Imtrtoc
1M9 C S&W, N.W.

, D.C 20240

I tm writing ie$inn£| cpetsrtion of \he KUmato Frqjeci ej>d tbc e^Utmely poet
caoditioni InysctiDS jaJrnOfl >n tbc Klsimadi Rivei dye 10 ihe Currt*H severe orougtlL

«re Wiling Jwv«i3e cWnocA sdroon la the
Riv« . Aflttf i Jpii^l protfvction Icvt! tfiw Y.-&S &c hJ^Nwt SJooe J9S9, lW$ 1$ t severe

to the K&rwth oMiwk saunon nm vbkh has been sadwidy vroJcn^yw^cd for tb« Un fo«r
ycao.

Qjvcn flw turret oicxJtc w»<litionsj I ocgc yw to rvaiuait wbcO^er iny aiWhiorMLl v.-r>ftf can
be m^3« available for rcle^ to £,m fishery needs la &c tovrtr river. T wrvderstaM that the ncod$
of th^ nssn aod Ustcsj U»jt Rlvtr iM Shortoow syckerS in the upptr basn must be cc>ru5<3eJtd and
&it soa^ ^-attf >»J si-t̂ dy b«a fTA-it <tv^HiAT« for jxAscd ftowi to WW>mp( raldgaOon for this
year's redurticm bdcw FERC irfruroumj. Hoftethrf^, flrrwt ij ut«Jed.

F\n the km« Ifcrm. 1 rccomtrrcv! Uj3i o^euitoft of the Kkmath Project b« Invrstipted and it-
lU^ b^scclOQ CuTiW rt*>lK« w*ds ro 6w vtpOTI, Specifically, I su«ea OiW the Depennwm

of the Inlerior. 1) {Ottpfett a Sow stydy irt<3 *«ef bw<i£^ liar tf* einire Kwmath jystcw CB
to rtodics pr«tnt!y la pjo^ress OT the T.iaity Ristf); 7) dsvekc aftd xnip^emtnl a pian fot
>ail5W ID droQBhv ye^rx vz* cax^iifcrj (he KCW!J d" fish »r*J Y,-i>d3i^c; sad 3) rcfa* »A

v-ith anicipatloo of

Salrcoo -»U>c5s thrwihyut th* region aro wffemi scv-ert (Joclipes aad Oyr f>sh€nr>w» are
'

rcoo - » > c s wyu gon ao wemi s v - r t (ocpes aa y >s€nr> are
to jj'l (rt i>>e docis to a!k>v*- Ktf ^«awnlnj escaptiitat of fish whose j>rogtn v ttt <5yjng
j tftt o«». 1 csnnot oYejcraph^ze die need to ensure thai opetibofl of the JOsmaft
fairiy btkrcw iS. w«3t in the V«fe.

Thank >-c«j for yew tt?ns&eratkra. I look for^ud to vorlcfefc vift yoo to rwoJve tfni

cc: P,ogo:
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September 2, 1994

Michael J. Ryan
Klamath Project Manager
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation . •.
6600 Washbum Way
Klamath Falls, OR 97603-9365

Dear Mr. Ryan: , .

Thank you for meet ing wi th representatives of our
client Oregon Natura l Resources Council - (ONRC) and me
on August 2S, 1994. As I indicated at th'e end of our
mee t ing , I have a few questions about Klamath Project
operations that we did not have time to discuss.

CM^C and our cl ient the K l a m a t h Forest Alliance
ere concerned tha t reduct ions below the ex i s t ing -
m i n i m u m f l o w schedule at I ron Ga te Dam this year have
ar.d wi l l cont inue to cause g rea t ly reduced survival of
dwind l ing ar.acrcrrous sa lmonid pecula t ions . In a le t te r
to Regiona l Director Pa t te rson dated April 21 , . -1954 ,
the U . S . Fish and W i l d l i f e Service (Service)
recommended that Reclamation support a program designed
to monitor water quality and f i sh migration and
spawning in the river this summer. 'Could you please
inform us whether this monitoring program has been
instituted, and if so, of the extent of Reclamation's ,
support and the results to date? Assuming that
Interior has gathered some usable monitoring
informat ion , how does R e c l a m a t i o n plan to use it; i .e. ,
what changes will be made in project operations?' .

In a l e t t e r to C o m m i s s i o n e r E z z r d da ted August 39,
1 9 9 4 , Congressman Dan H a m b u r g r eco~.~er:ded " that
ope ra t ion of the Klar.ath P ro jec t be inves t iga ted a n d .
reeva lua tec based on currer.t
recion." Ke recommended t.ha

r e sou rce needs in the
t In te r io r : "1}

complete a f l o w study and wa te r budget for the entire
Klama th sy s t em. . . ; 2) develop and implement a plan for
project operation 'in drought years that considers the
needs of f i s h and w i l d l i f e ; and 3) de f ine an objective
public process for fo rmula t ing yearly water allocation'

e ~ . e ~ b ? - c ? F 2 i h $>•: -• - .
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and p a r t i c i p a t i o n of user and conservation groups."
Please i n f o r m us of the s ta tus and t i r r .e l ines for
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n , if any, of each of these
recommendat ions . ' • .

Please also describe for us the process by which
K l a m a t h Project water resources wi l l be forecasted and
al located for 1995. We are part icularly, interested in
learning when forecasts will be made and 'which

•probabi l i ty of exceedance percentiles will be used. •

Vie would also appreciate your sending: us copies of
R e c l a m a t i o n ' s agreement wi th PacifiCorp for operation
of Link River Dam, and representative contracts with.
category A, B, and C project wa te r .use r s . Final ly
please send, us summary data .on inflow", storage,
releases, and supply to irrigators and refuges from the
pro jec t ' s reservoirs since 1970. .

We look forward to working wi th you on behalf of.
our clients and the f i sh and w i l d l i f e resources of the.
Klamath Basin. •

S incere ly ,

TRYG SLETTELAND . . . - • •

cc : Wendell ' Wood, Diane 'Val ant ine - ON"RC
Felice Pace, Klamath Forest Alliance.

' .. Bill Shake, USFWS
Congressman Dan Hamburg -
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YUROK TRIBE

O. Bc» 218 • Ka-nalh. CA 9SS4B
( 7 0 7 ) 4£

l8'Eur»v.a. CA9S501
(707) 444-6433

FAJX (707) 444-0437

October 13, 1994

Mike Ryan, Project Manger
Klarnath Rrver Irrigation Project
6600 WashbumWay
Wamath Falls. OR 97603

Dear Mr. Ryan.

After meeting with representatives from the Karuk, Klamath. and Hoopa Valley Tribes, the
Yurok Tribe feels it necessary to send this letter in regard to potential flow reductions from Iron
Gate. Dam.

Any flow reductions below Iron Gale Dam cannot be condoned by the Yurok Tribe. The potential
reduction of Cow below Iron Gaie Dam was discussed by the above mentioned Tribes and il was
determined that the needs of endangered sucker species dependent on lake levels cannot be pitted
agoinst the needs of anadromous csh dependent on flow releases from Iron Gate Dam. Klamalh
Basin tribal resources are m this ;erious situation (inadequate water for botii lake levels and river
flow) due to the failure of the Bureau of Reclamation to heed tribal concerns carter this year.
WrJe above normal water deliver.es (in terms of quantity) were made for agricultural purposes,
wa:er avocations for the protects of anadromous and lake dwelkng species of fish were senousry
ccTTipromised.

Honor the commitment you mads through out this year to deliver no less than 900cfs below Iron
Gate Dam. As you know, we already consider this flow far below the amount necessary for the
protection of our fisheries resources. From early indi cation si! appears that returns this fall are the
best since the 1989 season. We hope the struggle these fish went through to reach spawning areas
in the Klamath River was not in vam

The bottom Lie is that failure by ie Bureau to address tribal concerns throughout this past rummer
and early fall have placed Tribal resources at risk

Sincerely,

\y
Susie L. Long
Ch iirp e r s on, Yur ck Trib e

cc: Karuk Tribe. KH^math Tribe. Hoopa Valley Tribe
Congressman Dan Hamburg



cc.

Hoopa VaJley Tribe
P.O. Box 417
Hoopa, A95S46

Klamaih Tribe
P.O. Box 436
Chiliquin, OR 97624

Karuk Tribe
PO. Box 1016
Happy Camp, CA 96039

Congressman Dan Hamburg
U 4 Cannon Blvd
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 205IS

Mr. Mike Ryan
Project manager
KJamath River Irrigation Project
6600 Washburn Way
KJamath Falls, OR 97603

Mr. Ron Jaeger
Area Director
Bureau, oflndian Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Mr. J. Mark Robinson
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: DPCA/JL-21.1
825 North Capitol St., NE
Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Dale A. Pierce
Acting Field Supervisor
US Fish and Wildlife Service
2SOO Cottage Way
Sacnur.ento, CA 95825

t



Mr. Randy Brown
US Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 630
Lewiston, CA 96052

Mr. Ron Iverson
KFMC and KRTF
US Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka,CA 96097

Mr. James Bybee
National Marine Fisheries Service
777 Sonoma Ave., Room 325
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Mr. John L. Turner
CA Fish and Game
P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Mr. Bob Rhode
Karuk Tribe
Department of Natural Resources
P. O. Box 282
Orleans, CA 95546

Mr. James goris
Acting Regional Director
Federal Energy Regulation Commission
901 Market St., Suite 350
San Francisco, CA 94103

Mr. Doug Denton
CA Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 607
Red Bluff, CA 96080

Mr. Bill Winchester
Nonh Coast Regional Water Quality
Conuol Board
5550 Sky Lane Blvd.. Suite A
Sama Rosa, CA 95403



Mr. Richard Elliott
CaJifornia Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001

Ms Barbra Holder
Supervisor
KJamath National Forest
1312FairlandRd.
Yreka, CA 96097

Mr. Robert FrankJin
Hoopa Valley Tribe
P.O Box 417
Hoopa, CA 95546

Mr. Mike Rode
California Fish and Game
No. 3 North Old Stage Rd.
Mount Shasta, CA 96097

Mr. Tryg Sietieland
Sierra Club LegaJ Defense Fund
203 Hogc Bldg.
705 2nd Ave.
Seattle, WA 98104-1711

Ms. Diane Fiensiien
Senator
Room 331
Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Ms. Barbra Boxer
Senator
Room 112
Han Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

t

t
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United States Depar tment of the Interior

NATIONAL TAJIK SERVICE
zftt Norvii»ot RrjiOfi

900 f im AITJIK
. VuW.t-Kvi <>« 104 1060

L7423(PNR-RP)
KJamath River, OR-W&S

SEP 2 6 1994

Dear Concerned Citizen:

The National Park Service is pleased to inform you that Department of the Interior Secretary
Bruce Babbitt has designated the upper KlamatJi River in Oregon into the National Wfld and
Scenic Rivers System. Designation as a National Scenic River will forever protect the
outstanding natural and cultural resources found in the Klamath River Canyon.

The comments we received from you on the Draft KJamaih Wild and Scenic River Eligibility
Report and Enwonmental Assessment and the draft Finding of No Significant Impact were
instrumental in developing our final report to Secretary Babbitt We also appreciate all of the
letters received even before the draft report was released; they were used to develop the draft.
Your input Into this process and your past interest in the Klamath River were extremely
important in shaping the study and in the recent decision by Secretary Babbitt on designation.

In the course of the study, the National Park Service found that the Klamath River has seven
dif fe ren t classes of nationally or regionally significant resources. This echoed the Bureau of
Land Management's earlier study of the river. Among the outstanding resources associated
with the river are threatened and endangered species such as Lost River suckers and bald
eagles; historic features such as the Tops)- stagecoach road; prehistoric sites; exceptional scenic
beauty, outstanding fishing and Whitewater boating opportunities; and Native American
traditional use dating back thousands of years.

Thank you for your interest and participation. If you have any questions regarding the
KJamath River, please contact Cheryl Teague at (206) 220-4112. If you would like a copy of
the final report, please phone or write Cheryl Teague at the National Park Service, Pacific
Northwest Regional Office, 909 First Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98104-1060.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Odegaard
Regional Director



In the course of
requirements of the
Species Act, all NFS
the National Wild and Scenic
Religious Freedom Act, and all
Klamath River were followed.

the two wild and scenic river studies,
Historic Preservation Act, the Endangered
directives, all applicable executive orders,

Rivers Act, the American Indian
other legislation applying to the
All existing and proposed river

management plans have likewise complied with all known provisions
of relevant legislation.

Public Review: A draft report and environmental assessment was
released for a 45-day public review period beginning on
March 4, 1994. An extension was requested by the Oregon
Sheepgrower's Association and U.S. Congressman Robert Smith. A
10-day extension was granted. All comments postmarked by
April 28, 1994, were considered timely. During the review period,
312 comments were received; 251 letters supported designation, 61
vere opposed. There were 30 letters received late, of which 28
supported designation and 2 opposed it. In addition, 1,273 letters
vere received prior to release of the report of which 1,231 were in
support and 42 were in opposition. Most letters were expressions
of opinion, and of those that did provide substantive comment, none
necessitated major change to the assessment. Minor changes have
been incorporated.

Finding of No Significant Impact: Based on the analysis of
potential environmental impacts contained in the attached
environmental assessment, I have determined that the project does
not constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment. Therefore, an environmental
impact statement will not be prepared.

Decision: It is my decision to recommend the project as described
in the Designation Alterative of the environmental assessment.

Br-uce Babbitt
Secretary of the Interior

S e p t e m b e r 22, 199A
Date



FDtDEHG OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Project Nauoe: Klamath Wi ld & Scenic River Study

Project Description: In response to a request by Oregon Governor
Barbara Roberts to designate the Klamath River as a National Scenic
River under section 2 (a) (ii) of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, the National Park Service undertook a Klamath Wild & Scenic
River Eligibility Report and Environmental Assessment.
Recommendations from this report are then forwarded to Interior
Secretary Bruce Babbitt for his action.

In the course of developing this environmental assessment, only two
alternatives were reasonably available to the National Park Service
(NPS) . Under section 2 ( a ) ( i i ) of the National Wild and Sceriic
Rivers Act, the only possible alternatives are designation or no
action.

Following designation, the only reasonably foreseeable physical
impacts are those that might result from a possible increase in
visitor use of the river. These impacts could include disturbance
of nesting bats and birds of prey, disturbance of Native American
prehistoric sites, and vandalism to historic sites/structures.
However, due to monitoring and management plans, any potential
impacts are expected to be minor. To mitigate for potential
impacts, the State of Oregon and the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) will implement an extensive monitoring plan. When the limits
of the carrying capacity are met or exceeded, the river management
plan, and other management plans for the area, will be amended to
correct the problem. This could include everything from a permit
system limiting access to development of other facilities. In
addition, the ELM is not providing improved reads into the area,
which will naturally limit impact. There are no impacts expected
to floodplains or wetlands.

The Klamath River is currently heavily protected, both through
State and Federal laws, regulations and planning efforts .
Designation will not have significant further effect on management
of the area or land use. Based on the monitoring/mitigation plans
of the State and ELM, there will be no significant impact to the
environment as a result of designation.

Compliance: The Klamath River is one of the most heavily studied
rivers in the western United States. The Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission has studied the river in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Salt Caves Hydroelectric Project , the ELM studied
the river for wild and scenic river designation in 1990, in the
Final Eligibili ty and Suitability Report for the Upper Klamath Wild
and Scenic River Study, and the BLM again studied and planned for
the river in the Draft Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource
Kanage.Tient Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. The preferred
alterative in this last document included designation of the river
as wild and scenic, and the proposed r-anagement plan was developed
accordingly.

t
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Klamath Basin Water Users Protective Association
409 Pine Street K l a m a t h Falls, OR 97601 (503)883-6100 FAX (503)882-8819

- £?y
August 29, 1994

William Shake, Chair
KJamath River Fisheries Task Force
United Stales Fish &. Wildlife Service
Eastside Federal Complex
911N.E. l l t h Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Mr. Shake:

You are undoubtedly aware that Mike Ryan of the Bureau of Reclamation, KJamath Project has
acquiesced to the demands of the KJamath, Yurok, Hoopa and Kamk Tribes. On Friday, August 26,
1994 the Bureau of Reclamation directed Pacific Power and Light to increase flows at Iron Gate
Dam to 900 cfs. The Bureau of Reclamation further agreed that the Upper KJamath Lake surface
elevation should not drop below 4137 since refugial habitat may not be available below this level.
They believe the 4137 level conforms to the biological opinion on the "Effects of the Long-term
Operation of the KJamath Project on the Lost River Sucker, Shortnose Sucker, Bald Eagle, and
American Peregrine Falcon" (USFWS Ref: 1-1-92-F-34, July 22, 1992, pages 36-37). Outside of
a miraculous rainfall event within the next two weeks, farmers dependent on water supplied by the
Klamath Project, will not have sufficient moisture to finish their crops. We expect the Bureau of
Reclamation's decisions to result in multi-million dollar damages.

The KJamath Water Users Association must devote all of its resources to resolving this devastating
crisis. Therefore, the Klamath Water Users Association is unable to prepare the revision of the
Upper Basin Amendment to the Long Rcoige Plan for the Klamaih River Cotisen-afion Area Fishery
Restoration Program by the October KJamath River Fisheries Task Force meeting.

4t+Z<0
David Zepf
Executive Director

pc: KWUA Executive Committee
Dave Vogel, Vogel Environmental Services
Klamalh River Fisheries Restoration Task Force Representatives
Ron Iverson, KJamath River Fishery Resource Office
Steve Lewis, Ecosystem Restoration Office
KJamath County Commissioners
UBA Revision Participants and Staff

Promoting Wise Management of Ecosystem Resources
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Synopses of the major events that have occurred in the Klamath Rrver Fishery Restoration
Program, to date:

1986 Public Law 99-552, the Klamath Act, was enacted by Congress. The bill authorized the
Secretary of Interior to develop an anadromous fishery restoration program for the
Klamath River. The bill authonzed formation of two federal advisory committees, the
Klamath Fishery Management Council and the Klamath Rjver Basin Fisheries Task
Force. Degraded water quality and reduced flows are described by the bill as
conlributing to the reduction in anadromous fish habitat.

1989 The Task Force acknowledged that the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Resource Plan
(published in 1985. known as the CH2M Hill Report) was inadequate and outdated. The
Task Force decided to develop a new fishery restoration plan.

1990 The Task Force recognized the need to look at water quality and quantity issues
upstream of Iron Gate Dam, and therefore determined to indude these into their plan.

The Task Force held a public scoping session in August, 199O. to hear what the people
of the upper basin had to say on these issues.

1991 The Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force completed, adopted, and distributed their
long-range fishery restoration plan, which covered issues primarily affecting the Klamath
Basin from Iron Gate Dam, downstream to the mouth.

The Task Force completed the draft upper basin amendment to the long-range fishery
restoration plan in the fall of 1991, and dislributed it to the public for comment. This
document was mailed to numerous libraries, public agencies; and private individuals in
the Klamath Falls area.

Comment period for the draft UB amendment ended November 15, 1991.

1992 April - The Task Force review committee considered all comments received on the UB
amendment, and recommended (at the April meeting) that Ihe Task Force adopt the
amendment document, pending editorial work by staff.

June - Task Force writes to its adviser Secretary Lujan, expressing concern over years
of drought-related reduced waler releases from the Bureau of Reclamation's Klamath
Project, with 1992 shaping up as the worst year of all. Flows called for in the FERC
license for Iron Gate Dam are requested, .."at c minimim."

June to October - A fat sheaf of correspondence is generated between concerned
individuals in the upper Klamath basin, various elected officials, and several levels of
the Fish snd Wildlife Service and the In'erior Department, concerning the upper basin
amendment. The Jjne Task Force letter appears to b-e a stimulus. Principal
correspondents include the Klamath County Commissioners and Mr. Francis S.
Landrum, resident of Klamath Falls. Principal issues raised include: Concern over
potential losses to irrigated agriculture in providing water for downstream fishery needs;
assertion of the supremacy of the interstate Klamath Basin Compact, which gives first



priority to agriculture; concern over a water grab by downstream California interests; and
assertion that the Klamath Task Force lacks authority to get involved in the upper basin.

November - Through a bill carried by Congressman Bob Smith, the Klamath Act is
amended to add Klamath Tribe and Klamalh County representatives to the Task
Force..."At such time as the program is expanded to include portions of the Klamath
River upstream from the Iron Gate dam"...

November - The Klamath Task Force, considering the controversy newly generated by
the upper basin amendment, elects to reopen public comment on the document

1993 January - A workshop was held 1/25/93 in Klamath Falls to publicize the document,
followed by a comment period of about 60 days, bracketing a formal meeting of the
Klamath Task Force in Klamath Falls on 3/30-31/93.

February - Upper basin amendment public comment period opens 2/10/93.

March - The Task Force Chair appointed an ad hoc committee to work with
representatives of Klamath and Modoc Counties and the Klamath Tribe, to develop a
consolidated recommendation for action on the upper basin amendment document.

April - Upper basin amendment public comment period closes 4/16/93.

May - Digest of public comments completed and provided to ad hoc committee and
upper basin representatives. Upper basin ad hoc committee held first meeting to
resolve problems associated with the upper basin amendment. Decision: Need further
meeting.

June - Upper basin ad hoc committee held a second meeting to develop a
recommendation for the Task Force. Decision: Need further meeting.

July - Upper basin constituents (Klamath Tribe, Modoc, and Klamath County
representatives) met to discuss their position on the upper basin amendment. Decision:
Need further meeting.

August - Upper basin constituents met, but not al! scheduled participants were able to
attend. Meeting to be held prior to Task Force meeting in October.

September - Upper basin constituents met and decided to continue work as assigned
by the Task Force Chair.

1994 February - The Task Force moves that the present ad hoc process accelerate to report
on their progress al the April and June Meetings, including a package f/om the ad hoc
committee to the Task Force to be forwarded for approval by the Task Force.

f/arch - Upper basin ad hoc committee met and drafted motion for Task Force
consideration. Draft motion proposes (hat Klamath County, Modoc County, and Klamath
Tribe will work on revising upper basin amendment. Upper Basin Amendment
Participants ask to attempt to resolve Upp_er Basin Amendment issues and provide
leadership to passage of an Upper Basin Amendment.



April 19-20 TF meeting - The Task Force agrees to 1) seat the Klamath Tribe and
Klamath County on the Task Force at the June meeting, 2) the original Long Range
Plan will not be expanded into the Upper Klamath Basin, 3) expansion of the Klamath
Restoration Program will occur upon adoption of the amendment, "which will preferably
happen at the June meeting, or no later than the October meeting".

June 22-23 TF Meeting - New members Miller and Solem were seated representing the
Klamath Tribe and Klamath County. The Task Force directs that the public be able to
comment during the October (now November) meeting and that a final draft resulting
from that meeting go out for public review. The adoption at the following Task Force
meeting (February 16-17, 1995, in Arcata) would be Public Noticed at least 60 days in
advance.

September - The scheduled October 13-14 meeting in K. Falls was postponed in order
to allow the U.S. Amendment Participants more time to prepare a revised Upper
Klamath Basin Amendment to the long-range plan. The meeting was rescheduled Nov.
29-30, 1994, in Klamath Fails.
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November 29, 1994
Mike Ryan, Area Manager
Klaroath Basin Area Office
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

presentation to Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force

Status
1. Lake Levels ( re fer to a t tachments )

a. Upper Klamath Lake as of 11/26/94
elevation - 4137 .70
storage - 107,200 acre feet

b. Gerber Reservoir as of 11/08/94
elevation - 4806.55
storage - 10,560 acre feet

c. Clear Lake Reservoir as of 11/02/94
elevation - 4521.55
storage - 52,110 acre feet

2. Flows
a. Upper Klamath Lake

Inflows during October equalled 44,100 acre feet,
approximately 53% of average. Based on inflows through
November 26, we estimate November inflows will be
approximately 86,000 acre feet or 79% of average.

Outflows from Upper Klamath Lake are being regulated to
maintain 900 cfs below Iron Gate Dam. Outflows are
currently in the range of 400 cfs.

b. Gerber Reservoir
Inflows to Gerber Reservoir are low. We typically do not
receive significant inflows to Gerber Reservoir until spring
runoff.

Gerber Reservoir is not currently releasing water.

c. Clear Lake Reservoir
Inflows to Clear Lake Reservoir are low. We typically do
not receive significant inflows to Clear Lake Reservoir
until spring runoff.

Clear Lake Reservoir is not currently releasing water.

3. Forecast
The National Weather Service's 30-day forecast for December 1994
predicts below normal temperatures and above normal precipitation.

The National Weather Service's 9Q-day forecast for December 1994
through February 1995 will be issued later today.



1994 Water Supply
Refer to attached water schematic.

Reclamation's Klamath Project reservoirs released 894,590 acre
feet during the 1994 water year.

Keno Dam released 450,323 acre feet during the 1994 water year.

Iron Gate Dam released 639,810 acre feet during the 1994 water
year.

1995 Water Supply
It's too early in the water year to allocate the 1995 supply. A
potential listing of Klamath River coho salmon may impact water
decisions for next year.

The priority for allocation of 1995 supplies will first be to comply
with the Endangered Species Act. Then we must fulfill the Interior
Secretary's trust obligation to Indian Tribes. Water supply for
agriculture and refuges within the Klamath Project are next.

Notwithstanding the potential impact from a listing of coho, the most
difficult task is definition of Interior's trust obligation to Indian
Tribes within the Klamath River basin.

Some interests felt alienated from last year's water management process.
It is not Reclamation's intention to exclude people. We're working on a
way to improve this.
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PRIM INUnited Stales Department of die Interior

Bl'REAl' OF INDIAN A7FAJRS
Sacramcnio A/ra OfTicr

2800Coiugr Wa\
S.urainrnto. California 95825 . ,

NOV J 6 1994

Mr. J. Mark Robinson, Director
Division of Project Compliance and Administration
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: DPCA, HL-21.1
825 North Capitol Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Mr. Robinson:

I am writing to express the Bureau of Indian Affairs' (BIA) concern
over recent actions taken by the US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) in
the operation of the Klamath Project (Project) . The BIA, as is the
BOR, is charged with the trust responsibility to protect the
resources of Klamath Basin Tribes. All Indian Tribes in the Basin
depend upon its fisheries resources. The viability and health of
these fisheries resources depends upon adequate protection of the
quality and quantity of water available to the habitats upon which
they rely.

It is our understanding that during the current below normal water
year (1994) , flow releases below Iron Gate Dam have been allowed to
drop below minimums identified by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC). At the same time, water deliveries for
agricultural purposes are maintained at levels close to normal. We
believe these agricultural water deliveries are made at the expense
of tribal resources in the Klamath Basin. Various resource
agencies charged with the protection of Klamath Basin fisheries
resources and Basin tribes have all expressed concern over flew
releases below Iron Gate Dam which drop below FERC minimums. The
BIA shares these same concerns.

Natural escapement in the Klamath Basin is at an all-time low
level. Tribes in the Basin with reserved fishing rights have been
unable to meet even emergency rupirrium levels of subsistence since
1589. The right to fish depends on adequate protection of the
habitats upon which those fish rely. When fish populations reach
levels as low as they have been during the past several years,
everything in our power should be done to protect their habitat.
This means maintaining flow releases below Iron Gate Dam at FERC
minimums.



We believe that flow requirements necessary to restore anadromous
fish populations to optimum levels must be assessed. Until such
time, we are requesting that BOR take appropriate actions to ensure
that FERC minimums are maintained.

Remember, we are only requesting that minimums be maintained absent
scientific information to the contrary.

We would like to stress that we believe the requested actions are
fully consistent with federal trust obligations to the tribes.

Sincerely,

/&/ Gracie A. MuriiJo

Acting Area Director

cc: LKT?TFW Chairman
CDFG, Boyd Gibbons and Nike Rode
USFWS, Dale Pierce and Randy Brown
Gary Rankel, Chief, Branch of Fish Wildlife & Recreation
Hoopa Valley Tribe
Karuk Tribe of California
Yurok Tribe of California
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2800 Couagt Way

Sacramemo. California 95825

-i r,
(. 0

JiOV 1 6

Mr. Roger Patterson, Director
Mid-Pacific Region
US Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

Dear Mr. Patterson:

I am writing to express the Bureau of Indian Affairs' (BIA) concern
over recent actions taken by the US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) in
the operation of the Klamath Project (Project) . The BIA, as is the
BOR, is charged with the trust responsibility to protect the
resources of Klamath Basin Tribes. All Indian Tribes in the Basin
depend upon its fisheries resources. The viability and health of
these fisheries resources depend upon adequate protection of the
quality and quantity of water available to the habitats upon which
they rely.

It is our understanding that during the current below normal water
year (1994) , flow releases below Iron Gate Dam have been allowed to
drop below minimums identified by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC). At the same time, water deliveries for
agricultural purposes are still maintained at levels close to
normal. We believe these agricultural water deliveries are made at
the expense of tribal resources in the Klamath Basin. Various
resource agencies charged with the protection of Klamath Basin
fisheries resources and Basin tribes have all expressed concern
over flow releases below Iron Gate Dam which drop below FERC
minimums. The BIA shares these same concerns.

Natural escapement in the Klamath Basin is at an all-time"Tow :

levels. Tribes in the Basin with reserved fishing rights h=ve been
unable to meet even emergency minimum lex-els of subsistence since
1989. The right to fish depends on adequate protect ion.of the
habitats upon which those fish rely. When fish populations reach
levels as low as they have been during the past several years,
everything in our power should be done to protect their habitat.
This means maintaining flow releases below Iron Gate Dam at FERC
minimums.



We believe that flow requirements necessary to restore anadromous
fish populations to optimum levels must be assessed. Until such
time, we are requesting that BOR take appropriate actions to ensure
that FERC minimums are maintained.

Remember, we are only requesting that minimumB be maintained absent
scientific information to the contrary.

We would like to stress that we believe the requested actions are
fully consistent with federal trust obligations to the tribes.

Sincerely,
/s/Gracie A, Murillo

. ,, Area Director
Aotlntf

cc: [KfiTF, Chairman
CDFG, Boyd Gibbons and Nike Rode
USFWS, Dale Pierce and Randy Brown
Gary Rankel, Chief, Branch of Fish Wildlife & Recreation
Hoopa Valley Tribe
Karuk Tribe of California
Yurok Tribe of California
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Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
to Xatort Anodrprnow Fbh to Iht Kktmtti R/t*r Bain

July 11, 1994

Mr. J. Hark Job In* on, Dlr««tor
Dtvlfien of frgjtcc Covpli«7tc« «nd A<S»inl«triCiott

R E C E I V E D
JUl

ft op I DfCA, HL-21.1
123 Morth Ccpitol ftr««t, VI
Vathiniton. DC 20436 *

Kr. Xtch4*l J. */»n, Klaa«th Project
U. S. lur«*u of R*cluuttotv

KUMATH FALLS, OREGON

Kltiwth 7.11*. OR 97603-93«5

Dtar Kenrs. Roblnvon «nd ftyan:

A* Ch«lmnn of th« Rlui«th T«ik Fore*, I ma writing you Co<Uy
rejtrdlnf : 1) rtctnt 40tlon» t»t*n by th» U. 9. Bur«au of
Recl«a«tlon In op«r«tln$ th» Klaatth Frojtct (Project) ; »tvd 2)

fcr u«« of "tuppltsMottl* r«l*«»»« of vttet fro»
L«Vt contained In a l*tt»r »»nt to you by th»

California D«parcatnt of Fl»h and c*j»» datad 1 April 1994. Th*
T«§k Toco* r«co$nl«»» that tha eontlnvinf drought h*» challtnjad
cha ability of tba U, S. Bur«au of Ea<2l«vation to protact tha
natural r«»ourcta of tha JClaa*th B*ain vhila continuinf to B««t
tha na«d> of tha a^rloultur*! eocnrunity oMpaodent upon Project
vatar.

A* tha ConjraMlotully-crtaUd tdviiory body ohtrjsd virh th«
raitoratlon of itwidroaeu* fiih population* In tha Kl*aath Mvar
Ba«in, th« Taak force vlnhea to votca |t«r« eonoarn* ov»r both tb4
1994 e-'trvuflev ralaaaes balev tha Project, u vail «« tha v*y in
vhicK tbli yaar 'a vttar allocation <Jaei«ion v«i iud«. Va
rtcojnlia and appreciate tha atc.opt by Upper laaln *grioulturel
v*c«r ujtra to at i i t t in pretact inj tha «jwdrouou« fi»h b«lov Iron
Gate D*n by e.«Vtn| 23«30,000 »or« f««t »vailabla to au^aant

tfurlrvj critical period*. Hov«v«r, av«n vith th«aa
tha alloocelon co rl«j»«th itT»**now» for 1594
ly b«low Btnifivia r«qTjJr»a«nt* id«nc l f t«d by tha

R«g\jl«tory Cooailafion in it« llctneing of iron 0«ta D

Already , in January of this y«ar, fall chlnook i*laon redda in the
D*fn»c to Klaratth balov iron Gate Daa vtra directly Ivpacted by
• tr*iflflov rtducttona. Z»t i»Mtaa provided by tha 0. S. Flah
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V t l d l t f * ««rvio» ln<Jlo«t» that p«rhapa 151 of th« r»«da iftantlflad
In thair fell tunreyt vara larpactad by davatarlof . TMf loaa 1*
•vpaeial l j unfortun*ta In that coruanration Maauraa bjr th*
D«p«rrv«nta of Interior and Coaoarea had boott»d tpavn*r r»turn*
to thf Klaaacb thlt i«aten it ch* co»t of for«|on« Kar>«»e by
oof«n iport and cooa«rcl«l, and In-rlvtr »pert and tribal
fUh*rlM.

V« itron^lj fupporc <tudL«r of itrttjanov n*»d« in tha
balpv Iron C«t« Paa. Th/M crt naetcvdrj If v« art t«
abilltj to r«Jtort and ealntaln thU Yaluablt teotjvtaa. At tht

tl»«, vt f«»l that until such ttudlM ara vovplatad. Pr«J«et
that fa i l to Dchi*^* FTRC •intmtM balov Iron Cat a t>aa

• ra unjuatlfiad and «r« co ba «void«d If «t ill poMlbla. In
H^he of tha currant auli-«lnl»u« ftrtaaflvv condition* va ara
p l « a f « 4 to •«« that I«cl«n*rlon la rupfxjrtlnj Incrataad vgnicorinf
of flih oucqi|ratlon, «• th* infonution obtalnad through that a
•fforea nay fuzthtx daflna atraaaflov nt«df.

As a final iun»ttlon inctndad to leproya th« pfoeaas of Frojaot
vatar allocation in the cooing y»«ra , wa urga you to anfaga in at
a ainlvun, annual conxultatloni vith all appropriate partita,
Including gevermaint ag«nciat and af facted pcrtlaa. vail in
advanca of a l locat ion d«ci*lona. Not i f icat ion aftar tha faot , «»
v«« ch« can in tha ohlnooV- i>dd-d«jug{nf January 1994 icrtamflev
r«4uotiona r « f « r « n c t d abpra ttronjly auggafta an UTTvilllngnait to
find cooparatlva tduti«ne and a dicregard of tha a t > r i « k
of th* Kltaath F . lv»r 'a «alnon population*.

Sinearaly,

Utlllaa Shaka
Chaira<n



*' •:
Agendum //7
H a n d o u t N

<y

ARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
SlRtfl
?09
. CA 94J44 ?09O

6) 653-7664 N3V | 0 irT

October 27, 1994

Ms. Ann Crichton
Office of the Solicitor
Division of Indian Affairs
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street N.W.
Mail Stop 6456
Washington, DC 20240

Dear Ms. Crichton:

Environmental Concerns Regarding the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, KJamath Project

This letter responds to a written request (letter received September 23, 1994) by
Ms. Kimberly L. Fondren of your staff for information relative lo environmental concerns
the California Department of Fish and Game may have regarding water allocation at Link
River Dam, Oregon. We have since received a phone call from Mr. John Sleiger of your
staff suggesting that we reply directly to you.

By reference lo water allocation at Link River Dam, we assume you are interested in
all water diversions maintained and operated under the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation's
(Bureau) Klamalh Project (Project) that may impact anadromous fisheries in the Klamath
River below Iron Gate Dam (1GD) as well as resident fisheries of the upper Klamalh River
Basin, most notably Ihe Lost River and shortnose suclcers which are listed as endangered
under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and the California Endangered Species
Act (CESA).

The Department, raises the following concerns:

Over-allocation of Wafer lo Offslreara Uses

The primary and overriding factor that contributes lo the negative impacts of the
Project on the Klamath Basin aquatic resources is Ihe overallocation of water to agricultural
uses. This has resulted in inadequate quantity and quality of instrearn and inlake water for
the maintenance, much less recovery, of severely depleted fish stocks, including fish species
listed under CESA and FESA as well as potential candidate species. The problem of
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insuff icient water for fish and wildlife has been aggravated during drought years (most
recently 1992 and 1994) when even less water has been available for all competing uses.
During such times, aquatic resources are naturally stressed while irrigation water demands
may increase substantially. Nevertheless, during critically dry years, apparently full or near-
full irrigation deliveries for agricultural uses are still being made while neglecting aquatic
resources by reducing downstream anadrompus fish releases and lowering lakes and
reservoirs within the Project area to record low levels.

Ail State, Federal, and tribal resource agencies, including the Department, have
unanimously agreed that minimal protection for anadromous fishery resources requires flow
releases at JGD no less than Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERQ minimums
established in the early 1960s during the licensing of the Klamath Hydroelectric Power
Project. This concern has been expressed to the Bureau a number of times in writing, and it
has also been emphasized that FERC minimums are not to be considered ideal, since it is
believed they will not be sufficient to recover severely depleted anadromous stocks. There is
a strong correlation between large rxms of Klamath River anadromous salmonids and those
years where annual flows far exceeded FERC minimums.

Also, FERC minimums have not been met below 1GD for extended periods of time
during the past decade. For example, in mid-January 1994, the Bureau suddenly reduced
1GD releases from the then existing FERC minimum of 1300 cubic feet per second (cfs) to
550 cfs, an almost 58-percent reduction in flow below FERC requirements. Except for four
short-duration pulsed flows to facilitate salmonid outmigration, flow releases at IGD have
been significantly less than FERC minimums for all of 1994. We believe that flows less than
FERC minimums and the timing, suddenness, and magnitude of the reductions have a strong
probability of generating numerous detrimental impacts on anadromous fisheries and the
aquatic environment. The expected impacts include the following:

1. Stranding of redds and newly-hatched salmonids, resulting in egg/fry mortality.
Eased on fall 1993 redd surveys, it was estimated that 25 percent of the redds in the
mainslem Klamath River were lost in 1994 .when the Bureau reduced flows in the
r i v e r . • • . . - . - • • • • . • ; • - . - . . _ - . ; . • . . . . . . .

2. Interrupted or delayed outmigration of smolts, both natural and hatchery-spawned
fish, resulting in increased mortality from pred?.tion, high temperatures, and low
dissolved oxygen.

3. Delayed immigration and, thus, delayed spawning of returning adult fall chinook
salmon, which can result in increased adult mortality from predation, disease, and
stress plus lowered reproductive success. Furthermore, delayed spawning can result
in delayed outmigration of progeny, thereby increasing mortality for this life stage.
Past flow manipulation has shown that at least 850 cfs is needed to pass adult fall
chinook over Ishi Pishi Falls.
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4. Reduced spawning and nursery habitat in the mainstem Klamath River.

5. Increased water temperatures that lead to direct mortality of outmigrating smolts
Oarge smolt losses were documented in the lower river during the warmest period of
1994), sublelhal stress, reduced condition, and thermal migration blocks that affect
both smolt and adult migration.

6. A general disruption of the aquatic ecosystem that favors warmwater and slow flow-
tolerant species (mostly introduced exotics) and disfavors coldwaler species such as
salmonids.

Overallocation of water to offstream uses has also seriously impacted resident fishery
resources within the upper basin of the Project area, especially Lost River and shortnose
suckers. Since agricultural uses are the highest priority in the Bureau's water allocation,
irrigation deb'very demands, timing, and planning have imposed tremendous stresses and
artificiality on a formerly complex natural system. This all contributes to the detriment of
the endangered suckers. Many of the reservoirs and lakes within the Project area, most
notably Upper Klamath Lake and Clear Lake Reservoir, are regularly drawn down (often
severely) and some streams (sections of the Lost River) are turned on during the irrigation
season and turned off completely during the nonirrigation season to facilitate offstream water
delivery and storage. In 1992, Clear Lake Reservoir (a National Wildlife Refuge) was
almost totally dried up (the east lobe did dry up) and in 1994 Upper Klamath Lake reached
the lowest elevation ever recorded while the Bureau's irrigation deliveries were reduced only
10 percent. Not only have these actions had immediate detriment to aquatic resources, but
they have also bankrupted the storage capacity of the system so that impacts are felt for one
or more subsequent years. Specific impacts to suckers and possibly other aquatic species
are:

1. Lake and reservoir elevations have been lowered, and rivers and streams have been
lowered and desiccated resulting in a dramatic reduction in critical habitat needed for
spawning, rearing, and refugial cover. Reservoir tributaries and springs have been
made inaccessible to spawning fish.

2. Water quality has been reduced. This can lead to stress, poor condition, lower
fecundity, summer-kill (as happened in Upper Klamath Lake in 1994), and winter-kill
(as happened in Tule Lake Sump in 1993).
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Impacts of Project Facilities and Operation

We believe that Project facilities and operation inflict continuous and ongoing impacts
on Lost River and shortnose suckers, including the following:

1. Unscreened diversion facilities and pumps divert, entrain, and kill substantial numbers
of suckers that are not recovered during end-of-irrigation season salvage operations.

2. Operation for irrigation within the Project results in maximum drawdown at many
reservoirs by season's end with the result that water conditions in many of these
reservoirs become anoxic and unsuitable for suckers. To compound matters, the
Bureau has used some of these waters as refugial sites for rescued suckers during
salvage operations. We do not know what sucker mortality may have resulted from
this practice but suspect it may be substantial.

3. Since sucker genetic studies are far from complete, the Bureau's relocation of suckers
during salvage operations may be compromising the genetic integrity of numerous
sucker subpopulations by mixing different stocks of unknown genetic history.

4. The Bureau's on and off and on again irrigation delivery practices and end-of-
irrigation season shut down of the delivery system desiccates large stretches of what
were formerly natural waterways. Year-round minimum flows need to be established
for these streams.

The Bureau's Lack of Cooperation and Communication

The Bureau's history in operating the Project has been one of making major decisions
without adequate consultation. Although the Department, the tribes, and other resource
agencies have repeatedly asked to be included early in the decision-making process, this has
not been done. When the Bureau has reduced downriver flows, there has either been no or ;

very little forewarning. The Bureau has not provided opportunities for providing biological
input at an early enough date to influence Project operation plans.

Even though the FESA and CESA, a joint Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the Department and the Bureau, and other documents stipulate that the Bureau must
include the Department in the formal consultation process relative to threatened or
endangered species, this has not occurred. The Bureau, in apparent consultation only with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, has completed a number of interim long-term biological
opinions, a final biological opinion in 1992 and then a revised biological opinion for Clear
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Lake in 1994. In each case, we were not notified until after the opinions were finalized.
Likewise, the Bureau did not allow the Department to participate in the development of the
sucker recovery plan. Furthermore, the Bureau is required by State law to each year secure
a State permit for the salvage of endangered suckers. This permit includes a number of
reporting requirements detailing the results of salvage operations. The Bureau chose to
ignore these requirements in both 1992 and 1993.

The Department has expended much effort in attempting to recover the severely
depleted aquatic resources of the Klamath River drainage by working cooperatively through
numerous agency and public partnerships. However, this effort will be in vain without the
cooperation and assistance of all major basin players, including the Bureau. We believe the
populations of numerous Klamath River basin aquatic species have diminished to the point
where their needs must be given lop priority for any hope of recovery to occur. In light of
the past water allocation history in the Klamath Basin, and the dire water shortage faced by
aquatic resources this coming year, we recommend that a water summit be convened in the
near future by the Department of Interior in KJamath Falls, Oregon, to address these
concerns.

If you have any questions regarding these comments or desire more specific
information regarding the foregoing, please contact Mr. Richard L. Elliott, Regional
Manager or MJ. Randal C. Benthin, Fisheries Management Supervisor of the Department's
Northern California - North Coast Region office at 601 Locust Street, Redding, California
96001. Their telephone number is (916) 225-2364, and facsimile number is (916) 225-2381.

Sincerely,
Orl-j.-sl -;pod by

^ A. P^rovicli, Jr.

Boyd Gibbons
Director

For

cc: See attached list
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cc: Mr. John Steiger
Office of the Solicitor
Division of Indian Affairs
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street NW
Mail Stop 6456
Washington, DC 20240

Ms. Kimberly L. Fondren
Office of the Solicitor
Division of Indian Affairs
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street NW
Mail Stop 6456
Washington, DC 20240

Mr. Richard L. Elliott
Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, California 96001

Mr. Randal C. Benlhin
Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, California 96001

Mr. Ron Jaeger
Area Director
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

Mr. Mike Ryan
Klamath Project
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
6600 Washbum Way
Klamath Falls, Oregon 97603

Mr. James Bybee
National Marine Fisheries Service
777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325
Santa Rosa, California 95404

V.

Mr. Stan deSousa
Pacific Power & Light Company
920 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

Mr. Troy Fletcher
Natural Resource Committee
Yurok Tribe
Post Office Box 218
Klamath, California 95548

Mr. James Goris
Acting Regional Director
Federal J£nergy Regulatory Commission
901 Market Street, Suite 350
San Francisco, California 94103

Mr. Bob Rhode
Karuk Tribe
Department of Natural Resources
Post Office Box 282
Orleans, California 95556

Mr. Doug Denton
Department of Water Resources
Post Office Box 607
Red Bluff, California 96080

Mr. Robert Klampt
North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board

5550 Sky Lane Boulevard, Suite A
Santa Rosa, California 95403
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Mr. J. Mark Robinson
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: DPCA, JL-2 1.1
825 North Capitol Street, ME
Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Joel A. Medlin
Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

Mr. Randy Brown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Post Office Box 630
Lewiston, California 96052

Ron Iverson
Klamath Fisheries Management Council

and KJamath River Task Force
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Post Office Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097

Mr. Marvin Garcia, Chairman
Klamath Tribe
Post Office Box 436
Chiloquin, Oregon 97624

Mr. Frank Warrens
Pacific Fisheries Management Council
2000 SW First Avenue, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97201

Ms. Barbara Holder, Supervisor
Klamath National Forest
1312 Fairlane Road
Yreka, California 96097

Mr. Robert Franklin
Hoopa Valley Tribe
Post Office Box 417
Hoopa, California 95546
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.in attorney with the Division of Todian A f f a i i , ;
s Offlco. I have spoken with Mr. Miko Rod«. one.0^1 tJ

i about obtaining informal-ion regarding vnv i iOo x\
I h*» California Popartmont of Ti.-ih A G/unt? (IX^paj J w

^" U>o water allcx^atiori done ai. r.inka Rivor Da«. Mr,
V/S^J inn that a written request for information had to b«-
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mk Tribe (Tribe) apparently shanks tho Depar tmen t ' £
I h«» condition of fisheries and w i l d l i f e due to this
shortage. We are investigating t.he Tr lbe 'a

i C i ' l ' i r l y intercslod in any in£nrin, i l ion ( / c r t a J H i n y . t (
mil the condition of the f i s h e i y .

«u foe your cooperation. If you need <n»y furUu-i
contact rayself or Jolin St«-iqer «il 202/208

Sincerely,

Kirnber] y J.. Fondrnn
Attorney-Advisei-

as
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COPY FOR YGUR
INFORMATION

Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
\\orking w Restore Anadromous Fish in ihe Klamaih River Basin

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office
P.O. Box 1006

Yreka, CA 96097-1006
(916) 842-S763

FAX (916) 842-4517

California Commercial
Salmon Fishing Industry

California Depanment of
Fiih and Came

California ln-Riv t r Spon
Fishing Community

Del None County

Hoopa Indian Tribe

H * T.boll County

Karuk Tribe

Klamath County

KJamaih Tribe

National Marine Fisheries Service

Orejon Depanineni of
Fish anf Wildlife

SisViyou Counry

Trinity County

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of ihc Inicrior

Yurok Tribe

December 15, 1994

Honorable Bruce Babbitt
Secretary of the Interior
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street Northwest, MS6217
Washington , DC 20240

Dear Mr. Babbitt:

Public Law 99-5S2, the "Klamath Act', was adopted by the
Congress on October 27, 1986 and signed into law by
President Ronald Reagan. The Klamath Act created a Klamath
River Basin Fisheries Task Force (Task Force) and directed
the Task Force to assist the Secretary of the Interior in
the fo rmula t ion , coordination, and implementation of a 20-
year anadrornous fishery restoration program.

The Task Force, has ident i f ied the need to research
anadromous f i sh water flow requirements throughout the
K l a m a t h River basin. Ke appreciate your assistance in
a u t h o r i z i n g the Na t iona l Biological Survey (NBS) to work
with us to begin our Phase I Klamath River Basin
I n v e s t i g a t i o n of Flow Rela ted Informat ion . This e f for t will
also i d e n t i f y potential part icipants {please see attached
Phase I project). The NBS is well equipped to provide
q u a l i f i e d experts to assis t the Secretary and Task Force in
conducting instream f low research. We anticipate the need
to work closely with the NBS throughout the restoration
program and we are hopeful that funds will continue to be
made avai lable for NBS involvement to help us restore the
anadromous f ish populations of the Klamath River Basin
Conservation Area to optimum levels by year 2006.

The Task Force is also aware of efforts within the U. S.
Geological Survey (USGS) to secure Department of Interior
f u n d s that would complement the work proposed by NBS. We
request your assistance in securing funds for USGS so that
thei r expertise in r iver channe l morphol r-gy snd
sed imenta t ion can be in tegra ted into cur ?hase I f l ew
ana lys i s in f iscal year 1995.



Secretary Bruce Babbitt 2

The Task Force is g r a t e f u l for your assistance and we look
forward to work ing w i t h you to create a nat ional model for
anadromous f i shery restoration wi th in the 12,000 square mile
Klamath Piver basin in southern Oregon and northern
Cal i forn ia .

Sincerely.

Nathanif l Binghan
Vice Chairman

Enclosure (1)

cc: Bob Kohde



ENCLOSURE 1

K l a m a t h R ive r Bas in Inves t iga t ion
of Flow R e l a t e d I n f o r m a t i o n and Par t i c ipan ts

PHASE I

November 27, 1954

In t roduce ion

Anadromous f i shery resources of the K l a m a t h River Basin have
h is tor ica l ly been a s ign i f i can t factor in the social and ec6nomic
fab r i c of northwestern Cal i forn ia and southern Oregon. This is a
rich his tory , da t ing back thousands of years for the Native
Amer icans of the region whose cultures evolved around this
n a t u r a l w e a l t h . Heal th and wel l -being of the Klamath River
anadromous f i s h populations and the habi ta t s which support them
have been a concern since the early 1900's. All anadromous fish
populat ions in the basin have declined precipitously and some
face a high risk of extinction.

The recent extended drought wi th in Cal i forn ia and southern Oregon
has focused at tent ion on the l imited supply of water and the
diverse, of ten competing demands for this valuable commodity. At
the core of this issue is the question of quanti ty and quality of
flows needed to support the anadromous f isheries so important to
the social , commercial , and economic well being of the region. A
rel iable source of good qual i ty water must be provided if these
f i she r i e s are to be restored and protected.

In recogr.it ion of the importance of providing a reliable source
of good qua l i ty water through out the basin. Pac i f ic Power and
Light and the U .S . Bureau of Reclamat ion have offered to
contr ibute ma tch ing funds for determining K l a m a t h f low
requi regents.

At the June 22-23 Klamath River Easin Fisheries Task Force
( K l a m a t h Task Force) meet ing in Yreka, the fol lowing motion was
passed:

The "surplus" FY94 funds ( $ 4 4 , 6 8 4 ) wi l l be util ized by the
TWG (Technical Work Group) as "seed" money to ini t iate a
scoping specifically to address flow requirements throughout
the K l a m a t h River Basin ( inc lud ing iden t i fy ing potential
f u n d i n g sources, i d e n t i f y i n g the range of methods that could
be used, inv i t ing other people to be on the group) . The 7V,'3
wi l l shape this e f f o r t as needed.

The Technical Work Group met on August 17 & 18, 1994, to
d e t e r m i n e what would be required to f u l f i l l the intent of the
Task Force's June motion. A f t e r two days of discussion with the
Technical Work Group, several Task Force members and specialists



in w a t e r s t u d i e s , the f o l l o w i n g course of action was decided. I t
was cetern- . i r .ed t h a t in order to adequa te ly scope f low
r e q u i r e m e n t s t h r o u g h o u t the K l a m a t h R i v e r Bas in the "seed* money
shou ld be used to compi le al l a v a i l a b l e w a t e r quan t i ty and
q u a l i t y i n f o r m a t i o n th roughout the Eas in i n to a useable format .
In a d d i t i o n , i t was recognized t h a t everyone who should be
i n v o l v e d in the seeping process needs to be i d e n t i f i e d , contacted
and brought i n to t h i s Phase I process.

Once Phase 1 is cor.pleted, then the Technical Work Group will
d e t e r m i n e what add i t iona l in fo rma t ion is needed in Phase II to
begin a detai led ana lys i s of f lew requirements for the Klamath
River Eas in . The range of methods that could be used to conduct
this ana lys i s w i l l be determined a f t e r the completion of Phase I.

Phase I - Project Scocinq

Object ive:

To i d e n t i f y and synthesize available information useful for
de t e rmin ing if ins t ream flow studies are necessary to produce
essential f low management informat ion for restoring and
protecting anadromous f ish populations of the Klamath River
Basin . The speci f ic subjects for which information will be
i d e n t i f i e d and synthesized are:

1) Basel ine Hydrology of the Klamath River Basin;
2) I n s t i t u t i ona l Jurisdictions and Authorities;
2) Wate r Qua l i t y and Temperature;
4) River Channel Morphological Changes and Sediment

Condi t ions ;
5) Species L i f e Histories, i nc lud ing Habi ta t Ut i l iza t ion;
£ } H a b i t a t S u i t a b i l i t y Cri ter ia;
•7) N u t r i e n t Leading (Upper K lama th Lake) .

There is a substant ia l amount of useful existing information for
the K l a m a t h River Bas in such as U . S . Geological Survey (USGS)
caging stations records, ter.perature and water quality monitoring
in'some locations, and State and Federal agency sources for
f i shery da ta . Exis t ing informat ion in this regard has never been
compiled in one place. Under Phase I this problem will be
resolved.

A l ist of contac ts , a v a i l a b l e f r o m the Ecosystem .Restorat ion
O f f i c e in K l a m a t h Fa l l s , OR, w i l l be used to assist the Phase I
scoping process. The Na t iona l Biological Survey (KBS)
Kidcon t inen t Ecological Science Center (XESC) has offered the
follcv:ing services to expedite the scoping process: - -



1) N3S will perform a baseline flow regime
characterization for the Klarr.ath Basin under the
direction of Dr. Terry Waddle, Kydrologist at the
N.SEC center in Fort Collins, Colorado.

a) The baseline study will contain monthly time step
data for discharge volume;

b) The description of Klarr.ath Basin hydrology, will be
based entirely en available USGS streamflcw gages
and readily available project operations records.
Temporal or spatial gaps in data at this level of
resolution would be identified for possible later
analysis;

c) Major tributaries, features, impoundments, and
diversions would be included as the available data
allows, with no attempt to include every incoming
tributary or diversion between the major segments.

For example, the Klamath River below Iron Gate Dam
would have the following major segments at a
minimum:

(1) Iron Gate Dam to the Shasta River;
(2) Shasta River to the Scott River;
(3) Scott River to the Salmon River;
(4) Salmor. River to the Trinity River;
(5) Trinity River to the Mouth.

Other segments might include:

Link River Dam to Keno Dam;
Keno Dam to Beyle Dam;
Boyle Dam to Ccpco'Dam;
Copco Dam to Iron Gate Dam;
Segments of the Trinity River.

d) No flow routing model would be applied during
Phase I analysis. Phase I analysis would simply
be a description of flow volume based on stream
gaging, dam operation, or diversion records,
although some interpolation of flow volume may be
rr.ade to fill in missing records, or periods of
record, as the available data indicate.

N5S will conduct a preliminary institutional analysis
of the Kla-ath River Easin. This effort will
contribute to the baseline flew characterization by
describing jurisdictions and authorities that affect
water use and water quality in the Klamath River Easin.



This work will be directed by Dr. Berton Lamb,
Political Scientist at the MSEC center in Fort Collins,
Colorado, to identify the water management related
entities (government, non-government, and private) in
the Easin, their authorities and operational practices.
The purpose of this analysis is to help decision-makers
to evaluate current practices and design new or
alternative legal and organizational mechanisms for
water management in the Basin. These organizational
mechanisms would take the form of protocols, decision
units, cooperative strategies, and new authorities.
This research will help shape the eventual flow studies
by directing those studies tcward the best potential
practices for the benefit of anadromous fisheries.

3) The KBS will poll knowledgeable agencies, tribes,
universities, organizations and individuals to
determine the availability of existing water quality,
temperature, and fisheries related data for the Klamath
Basin. NBS staff (Dr. John Bartholow, and Jim
Henriksen, at the MESC center in Fort Collins, CO, and
Sharon Campbell, at NBS in Denver, CO) will identify
and synthesize the available information, including
sampling type, frequency, time period, where the
information is stored, and what form the data is
currently in (i.e., hard copy, ASCII, spreadsheet,
etc.) for:

Water Quality and Temperature (Item 3);
Species Life Histories, including Habitat
Utilization (Item 5);
Habitat Suitability Criteria (Item 6).

4} NBS staff Sharon Campbell and others will assist the
TWG in drafting agreements for the compilation,
synthesis, and summarization of information for:

River Channel Morphological Changes and
Sediment Conditions (Item 4);
Nutrient Loading :n Upper Klar.ath Lake
(Item 7).

Funds for the completion of these iterr.s could come from
the Klar:3th Task Force, Pacific Fewer and Light, Bureau
of Reclamation ar.d/or other sourcc-s.

NES estimates that this Phase I scoping effort can be
completed in a 6 trior.rh period beginning in Noverrier/Decerrier,
1SS4. K3S will keep the TV.'G appraised of its progress ana
coordinate with those entities performing the items in number 4
above to provide a final draft report for TWG and Klamath Task
Force review.



The final draft report will summarize the historical and
currer.t available .information on the subject areas listed in the
Objective section Items 1 through "7. KE£ w i l l offer an array of
options for specific flow studies, along with other information
that appears cer~ane, for 7WG consideration and implementation in
Phase II. These options will clearly ident:fy the areas that
show the most potential for i-proving flew quantity and quality
to benefit anadror.c-us fisheries throughout the Klarr.ath Basin.
Those options will be ranked in terms of feasibility (social,
eccnorric, legal, time frame to accomplish, etc.).

The purpose of this final draft report is to provide
guidance for the Klamath Task Force and TWG to focus the Phase II
flew studies, toward these options that are most likely to
directly benefit anadromous fisheries. This report may also
provide a continuum of proposed actions that can be performed in
a phased manner to approach the desired goal of anadromous
fisheries restoration from the headwaters to the mouth of the
Klainath River.
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4512 McHurry Avenue
Fort Collins. CO 80525-3400
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In Reply Refer To:
September 15. 1994 RSMS.-S05.04

Mr Robert B. Rohde. Chair
Technical Work Group
Karuk Tribe
Department of Natural Resources
P.O Box 2B2
Orleans. CA 95556

Dear Bob:

We Generally support the draft Klamath River Basin Investigation of Flow
Related Information and Participants - Phase I. August 22. 1994. sent to us
for review and consent. Our comments on the draft are as fol-ows:

NBS has been identified as playing a lead role in sunrnarizing the availability
of Kla-nath River Basin water quality and quantity information into e useable
form for the Technical Working Group (TWG). We heartily agree that without
some preliminary coherent summarization, it would be very difficult for TWG
rranbers to evaluate what date oops exist that might need to be addressed by c
contract However, we have agreed to pursue a irore limited role in this
effort NBS could certainly assist 1n the data collection and summarization,
if it i< acceptable to the Technical Working Group, in two ways." One. a
baseline flow characterization, was offered end accepted at your August
n^eting and we are prepared to proceed with this task using our own funding.
A~second task, an institutional analysis, would be our suggestion to further
the scoping process: we could also pursue this task using our own funding.

Task 1 - Baseline Flew Characterization

Under the direction of Terry Waddle. NBS would perform e baseline flow
characterization for the Klamath River Basin having the following
sideboards:

A. The fcoseline would contain ror/thly time step data for
discharge volume.'

B. The description would be entirely based on available LfSGS
streetlow oaaes and readily available project operations records.
Teiiiporol or'spotial oops in data et this level of resolution would
be identified for possible Idler analysis.

C. Major tributaries, features, impoundfrents. and diversions
fc'O'j'd be ?r<:ludeu cs the available O5ta clicks, with no attempt to



include every inccxring tributary or diversion between the major
segments. For example, the Klamain R:ver be lev kongate dam
have the following major segments at e minimjrr; Iron Gate to the
Shasta. Shasta to'the Scott. Scott to the Salmon. Salmon to the
Tr1n»ty. and Trinity to the mouth of the Klameth. Other potential
divisions might include Cottorvood Creek and dams at John Boyle.
Keno. and Copco.

D. No flow routing model would be applied. This would simply be
a description of flow volume based on stream gaging, dam
operation, or diversion records, dlthouch some Interpolation of
flow volume may be made to fill-In missing records, or periods of
record, as the available data indicate.

E. This task can be completed by early April provided thai you
notify us to proceed by October 1.

Optional Task 2 - Institutional Analysis

Under the direction of Berton Lamb. N'BS would like to perform a
preliminary institutional analysis for the Klemath River Basin. The
pjrpcse of an institutional analysis is to help decision-irakers design
legal end organizational mechanisms for allocating water in a river
basir. Mechanisms may take the form of protocols, decision units, or
new authorities. Ir.-stitutiorial analyses begin with a has in-wide atlas
of ore. animations, their legal authorities, cr.c an investigation of how
these'orgdnizations currently operate in the field of water allocation.
This task could also be completed by April.

Beyond these two tasks, we see a need to look at the whole suite of issues
mentioned in your August 22 Phase I description. We are willing to assist
with many of them and would be pleased to play a rajor role if requested to do
so. As offered at the August Workshop, our staff will provide technical
support in assembling a more comprehensive contract for Phase I scoping.

We are delighted that the draft proposal indicates that N8S is welcome to
interact extensively with the Tesk Force and the Technical Working Group to
finfn the objectives for Phose I. We are locking forward to the opportunity
to ass is t the Tesk Force and the Tv.'G in addressing flow-related issues planned
for Phase !. Please advise us if the TWG is receptive tc the baseline flow
cNsraac"i2cticri ds described.eni the institutional analysis, as proposed. We
would e'isc- nke to kr^v the loroet cotriplelion date for Phase 1.

Sincerely. /y

^f.o^r^ Le^r~f<k£*—
Sharon Campbell. Tear. Leader
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Uru'ted States Department of the Interior

US GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
V a t e r Resources Division

D i s t r i c t Of f i ce
Room V - 2 2 3 4 , Federal Bui ld ing

2800 Cot tage Vay
Sacramento, California 95825

(916) 978-4633

August 3. 1994

Klamath River Basin
Fishery Task Force

Post Off ice Box 1006
Yrek*. Ca l i fo rn ia 96097

Dear Sir: •

Ve have been advised by the California Department of Vater Resources (DVR)
that those e lements of the cooperative progran between the DVR and the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) funded out of the State's California Water Fund,
have taken a severe cut effective July 1, 1994. The impact of this cut
p r imar i l y a f f ec t s the operation and maintenance of 84 streaaflow stations in
Cal i fornia . Loss of any of these stations would be a major loss in the
avai labi l i ty of long-tens streaoflow information in California.

Enclosed is a l ist of the 84 stations that have previously been funded jointly
by USGS Federal ma tch ing funds and by the DVR fron the Cal i fornia Vater Fund.
Due to the loss of DVR funding, these stations will be discontinued shortly
af te r October 1, 1994, if replacement funding from other sources is not found.

If your agency Is interested in entering Into a joint funding agreement for
the operat ion and maintenance of any of these stations, the USGS vill continue
to provide half of the funding for these sites. All of these stations are
intact , equipped, and operational, so there vould be no start-up costs. The
cost for each station for the 15 month period of July 1, 1994 to September 30,
1995, is §13,500, or §6,750 each side.

For f u t u r e yea r s , our 12 month cost of §10,900 for Federal fiscal year 1995,
or $5,450 each s ide , Is revieved each year and normally increased by an
I n f l a t i o n factor.

If your agency has any Interest , or if any of the s ta t ions on the list are of
vital impor tance to your agency, please consider your ability to fund
opera t ion and main tenance of any of the l isted stations. Any responses vould
be apprec ia ted by no la te r than August 26, 1994, so that ve can concentrate
e f fo r t s to have agreements In place by October 1, 1994, for these stations.



t
i.* Offic. . .t («») «7-M»f.

Sincerely,

Michael V. Shultert
Dlctrlct Chief

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Michael Velsser
California Department of Water Resources
1020 Ninth Street - 3rd Floor
Sacramento, California 95814



08-02-94

DVR / USCS Coopera t ive Streangaglng Prograa

Stations subject to drop beginning July 1, 1994

Station number and naoc

10255805 Coyote Creek below Box Canyon near Borrego
10258000 Tahqultr Creek near Pain Spring*
10261500 Hojave River at Lower Narrows near Victorvill*
10263000 Kojave River at Alton
10263500 Big Rock Creek near Valyen»o
10296000 West Walker River below Little Walker River
10308200 East Fork Carson River below Karkleeville Creek
10336660 Blackvood Creek near Tahoe City
10336780 Trout Creek near Tahoe Valley
10337500 Trxickee River at Tahoe City

10354000 Long Valley Creek near Scotts
10356500 Susan River at Susanvllle
10358500 Willow Creek near Susanvllle
11012000 Cottonwood Creek above Tecate Creek near Dulzura
11012500 Canpo Creek near Canpo
11015000 Sveetvater River near Descanso
11022480 San Diego River at Hast Road near Santee
11023340 Los Penasquitos Creek near Poway
11042000 San Luis Rey River at Oceanslde
11046530 San Juan Creek at La Kovia Street Bridge at

San Juan Capistrano

11059300 Santa Ana River at E Street near San Bernardino
11060400 Warn Creek near San Bernardino
11063510 Cajon Creek below Lone Pine Creek near Keenbrook
11065000 Lytle Creek at Colton
11074000 Santa Ana River below Prado Daa (NASQAN)
11075800 Santiago Creek at Kodjeska
11078000 Santa Ana River at Santa Ana
11111500 Sespe Creek near Vheeler Springs
11120000 Atascadero Creek near Goleta
11124500 Santa Cruz Creek near Santa Ynez

11132500 Salslpuedes Creek near Lonpoc
11136100 San Antonio Creek near Casrtalia
11136800 Cuyama River below Buckhorn Canyon
11143000 Big Sur River near Big Sur
11147070 Santa Rita Creek near Teopleton
11148500 Estrella river near Estrella
11148900 Kaclmiento River below Sapaque Creek near Bryson
11151300 San Lorenzo Creek belov BIttervater Creek

near King City
11152000 Arroyo Seco near Soledad
11160000 Sequel Creek at Sequel

County

San Diego
Riverside
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
Lo§ Angele«
Mono
Mono
Placer
El Dorado
Placer

Lassen
Lassen
Lassen
San Diego
San Diego
San Diego
San Diego
San Diego
San Diego

Orange

San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
Riverside
Orange
Orange :

Ventura
Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara

Ssnta Barbara
Ssnta Barbara
Santa Barbara
Konterey
San Luis Obispo
San Luis Obispo
San Luis Obispo

Konterey
Konterey
Santa Cruz



DUR / USGS Progran drop list beginning July 1, 1994

Stre&rc {".aging. Stations

Station number and name

11160500 San Lorenzo River at Big Tree*
11162500 Pescadero Creek near Pescadere
11162570 San Gregorio Creek at San Cregorlo
11169000 Cuadalupe River at San Jos*
11169500 Saratoga Creek at Saratoga
11189500 South Fork Kern River near Onyx
11266500 Kerced River at Pohono Bridge near Yosenlt*
11274500 Orestimba Creek near Newman
11274630 Del Puerto Creek near Patterson
11292500 Clark Fork Stanislaus River near Dardanelle

11325500 Mokelumne River at Voodbridge (NASQAN)
11342000 Sacramento River at Delta
11345500 South Fork Pit River near Likely
11348500 Pit River near Canby
11355010 Pit River below Pit No. 1 Powerhouse near

Fall River Mills
11355500 Hat Creek near Hat Creek
11379500 Elder Creek near Paskenta
11381500 Mill Creek near Los Molinos
11383500 Deer Creek near Vina
11390000 Butte Creek near Chico

11402000 Spanish Creek above Blackhawk Creek near Keddie
11407150 Feather River near Gridley
11413000 North Yuba River below Goodyears Bar
11414000 South Yuba River near Cisco
11418500 Deer Creek near Smartville
11421000 Yuba River near Karysville
11424000 Bear River near Wheatland
11451000 Cache Creek near Lower Lake
11453000 Yolo Bypass near Woodland
11468000 Navarro River near Navarro

11468500 Koyo River near Fort Bragg . . : . . . . .
11469000 Kattole River near Petrolia
11472150 Eel River near Dos Rios
11472200 Outlet Creek near Longvale
11473900 Kiddle Fork Eel River near Dos Rios
11481200 Little River near Trinidad
11517500 Shasta River near Yreka
11519500 Scott River near Fort Jones
11520500 Klamath River near Seiad Valley
11521500 Indian Creek near Happy Camp

t
County

Santa Cruz
San Kateo
San Kateo
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
Kern
Marlposa
Stanislaus
Stanislaus
Tuolunna

San Joaquin
Shasta
Modoc
Hodoc

Shasta
Shasta
Tehaaa
Tehaaa
Tehaaa
Butte

Pluaas
Butte
Sierra
Nevada
Nevada
Yuba
Placer
Lake
Yolo
Kendocino

Kendocino
Humboldt
Mendocino
Kendocino
Kendocino
Humboldt
Sf slclyou
Siskiyou
SIsklyou
Slskiyou

11522500 Salmon River at Soaes Bar Slskiyou
11523200 Trinity River above Coffee Creek near Trinity Center Trinity
11527000 Trinity River near Burnt Ranch Trinity
11528700 South Fork Trinity River below Hyaapom Trinity
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United States Department of the Interior

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Water Resources Division

District Office
Room W-2234, Federal Building

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

(916) 978-4633

October 7, 1994

Klamath River Basin
Fishery Task Force

P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, CA 96097

As stated in our letter of August 3, 1994, the State of California on July
1 1994, cut the cooperative program between the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR) and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). The impact of
this cut affects the ability of the USGS to operate and maintain streamflow
stations in California. This is a major loss in the availability of long-
term streamflov information in California. While ve regret this action, the
economics of the situation do not allow the USGS to continue this program on

its own.

Enclosed Is a list of those stations for which replacement funding has not
been found and are being discontinued. This letter is to inform you that
these stations are being discontinued and that data collection at these
sites will end shortly after October 1, 1994, at which time the stations
vill be closed and removed.

Any questions regarding this letter may be directed to Mr. James Mullen at
(916) 978-4675 or Mr. James Bowers at (619) 637-6859 or Fax (916) 978-5558..

V. Shulters
D"iftrict Chief



California D+t of Yater RtiPurcti/VSC3 Cooerative 3trtft-atnt

Station

Settlors to be discontinued October 1994

E4£t/Location CountY

10296000
10556500
10)58500
11023340
11111500

11147070
11162570
11266500
11274500
11274630

11292500
11342000
11355010

11355500
11379500

11381500
11383500
11390000
11402000
11407150

11413000
11418500
11424000
11453000
11468000

11469000
11472200
11473900
11481200
11521500

11522500
11523200

ValVer R i v e r below Li t t l e ValVer River
Su ian River at Suianvl l l t
W i l l o w Creek near Susanvllle
Loi Perutqultoa Creek near Povay
Seipe Creek near Vheeler Sprlnji

Santa Rita Creek near Teapleton
San Gregorlo Creek at San Crejorlo
Kerced River at Pohono Bridge near Yoreuita
Orai t inba Creek near Fevnan
Del Puerto Creek near Patterion

Clark Fork Staniilaus River near Dardanella
Sacr&aento River at Delta
Pit River below Pit Ho.l Powerhouse near
Fall River Kllli
Hat Creek near Hat Creek
Elder Creek near PasVenta

Kill Creek near Lot Xolinoa
Deer Creek near Vina
Butta Creek near CMco
Spanlih Creek above BlacVhavk Creek near Keddla
Feather River near Crldley

Forth Yuba River below Goodyear* Bar
Deer Creek near Smrtvllle
Bear River near Vheatland
Yolo Bypasi near Voodland
Favarro River near Kavarro (hvy 128 narker S.O)

Kattole River near Fetrolia
Outlet Creek near Longvala
Kiddle Fork 1*1 River near Do* Riot
Littla River rvear Trinidad
Indian Creek near Happy C«ap

Saliton river at Sone* Bar
Trinity River above Coffee Creek nr Trinity Center

Kono
Laiien
Uiten
San Die^ft
Ventura

San Lula Oblapo
San Katec
Karlpoaa
Staniilaua
Staniflaut

Tuolunnt
STiaata
Shasta

Shasta
Tehaoa

Tehajia ^
Tehaaa
Butt*
Plunai
Butt*

Sierra
Nevada
Placer
Yolo
Kendoclno

Ruaboldt
Kendoclno
Kendoclno
Runboldt
Siakiyou

Siakiyou
Trinity
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United States Forest Redwood Sciences Laboratory
Oeparrment of Service 1700 Bayview Drive
Agriculture Arcat*. California 95521

Telephone: (707^ 822-3691

Reply to: 4000 Date: September 29, 1994

Subject: Imminent closing of California strean gages

To: RICD.

Ue have learned that the US Geological Survey plans to close over 30 recording
stream gages in California in October of this year. The closings were
precipitated by the withdrawal of funding by the California Department of
Water Resources. Not only will the long-tern records of flow In these river
sections be Interrupted, but the facilities will almost immediately be
removed, making it costly to re-Instrument the stations In the future.

Thirteen of these are within the area of the President's Forest Plan In
California, approximately from the Sacramento River west, and north of
latitude 38 (list enclosed). These stations are valuable because most are on
unregulated, major rivers or tributaries and all have long, continuous periods
of record ranging from 28 to 71 years. They include, for example, the only
operating gages on the Navarro, Mattole, Shasta, Scott, and Salmon Rivers.
The nunber of continuously recording gaging stations has already declined
approximately 402 over the last 20 years, and with the proposed closings, the
nuicber vill decline to nearly what It was in 1950 (figure enclosed), when
water-supply and land-use issues were a glimmer of what they are today. The
cost to the State to support a gaging stations is approximately $5500.

Ve believe that closing these gaging stations vill be a major blow to
inreragency efforts at ecosystem management in northern California,
particularly in understanding and adapting to large scale climatic variations,
water-supply conflicts, and other land-use issues affecting dwindling fish
populations in the Klamath, Trinity. Sacramento, Eel, and other coastal
basins. Most of the closed stations are in important fisheries for anadromous
salionids, including several threatened or endangered runs. The Navarro,
Mattole, and Little Rivers, for example, are small coastal rivers that have
been important fisheries for coho salmon. The closings unfortunately
correspond to a broadening in watershed issues and attempts by government and
state agencies, tribes, and citizen groups to address ecological problems at a
river-basin scale. ;.

Long-term, ongoing records of streanflov are important for the following
reasons:

One of the primary controls on anadromous fish production in California is
streamflow. California is at the southern limit of the range of many
species and the likely limiting factor is low summer streamflov and
associated high temperatures. Streamflow records are needed to treasure
and model these limiting conditions at a regional, river-basin, and
tributary scale.
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A.RTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
O »OX

. CA 9O36-0001

b3 i791

OCT 1 9 1994

Sari Sorrar.arstrom, Ph .D.
Scott River Watershed
Coordinated Resource Management

Planning Committee
Post O f f i c e Box 268
Etna, Cal i fornia 96027

This is in response to your letter of September 26, 1994
concerning closure of the stream gaging station on Scott River
near Fort Jones.

Legislative budget cuts for fiscal year 1994-95 eliminated
much of the Department of Water Resources' funding for stream gages
under a Joint Funding Agreement wi th the U . S . Geological Survey.
Under this Agreement, DKR and USGS jointly operate and maintain 114
gages throughout Cal i fornia . The amount of funding available to
DKR for this Agreement was enough to operate 30 flood warning
stations for the entire f iscal year and the remaining stations for
a quarter of the year (un t i l October 1, 1994) .

DWR and USGS have been working together during the last few
months to f i n d a l ternate sources of f u n d i n g for the remaining 84
gaces. To da te , we have been successful in f i nd ing other fund ing
sources ior ever 50 cf these gaging s ta t ions . Since the new
federal f i sca l year began on October 1, we have increased our
e f fo r t s to secure funds for the remaining gages and appear to be
having some success.

The U . S . Fish and W i l d l i f e Service has recently indicated to
USGS that they may be able to provide funding necessary to
continue operation of the Scott River gage, as well as gages on
the Shasta and Klamath Rivers. Every e f fo r t is being made to
reach an agreement. DKR will assist in any way it" can and has
shared your letter with both agencies to show your support.

We are aware cf the importance of the remaining cages not
only to the State and federa l governments but to local ent i t ies
as w e l l . Ee assured that all possible sources of a l te rna te
f j n d i n g are being sought.



Sari Somrnarst rom, P h . D .
OCT 1 9 1994
Page Two

If you have any further questions or comments, you may
contact Mike .Weisser, Chief of the Data Management Program in
DWR's Division of Local Assistance, at (916) 327-1640.

Sincerely,

David N. Kennedy
Director

cc: Honorable Douglas P. Wheeler
Secretary for Resources
The Resources Agency
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1311
Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. Mike Shulters, District Chief
U.S. Geological Survey
2800 Cottage Way, W-2234
Sacramento, California 95825-1898

Mr. Michael Spears, Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
911 North East llth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232



1993 and 1994 mainstem Klamath River redd counts and percentages for ~ 10 kilometer reaches

REACH (RKM)

IRON GATE (306.1) - CAPE HORN CK (296.4)

CAPE HORN CK (296.4) - SHASTA RIVER (284.3)

SHASTA RIVER (284.3) - HUMBUG CK (275.8)

HUMBUG CK (275.8) - VESA CK (264.5)

VESA CK (264.5) - LITTLE HUMBUG CK (254.4)

LITTLE HUMBUG CK (254.4) - KOHL CK (244.9)

KOHL CK (244.9) - KINSMAN CK (234.2)

KINSMAN CK (234.2) - KUNTZCK (224.4)

KUNTZ CK (224.4) - WALKER CK (214.4)

WALKER CK (214.4) - PORTUGUESE CK (205.3)

PORTUGUESE CK (205.3) - SHINAR CK (199.0)

SHINAR CK (199.0) - CHINA CK (189.8)

CHINA CK (189.8) - OTTLEY GULCH (181.1)

OTTLEY GULCH (181.1) - CHAMBERS FLAT (168.8)

River Kilometers

9.7

12.1

8.5

11.3

10.1

9.5

10.7

9.8

10.0

9.1

9.9

9.2

8.7

12.3

TOTAL:

1993
Count

80

7

9

18

19

26

26

8

21

25

4

22

41

24

330

Percent

24.2%

2.1%

2.7%

5.5%

5.8%

7.9%

7.9%

2.4%

6.4%

7.6%

1.2%

6.7%

12.4%

7.3%

1994
Count

643

182

16

34

114

58

44

70

91

85

35

76

116

90

TOTAL: 1 654

Percent

38.9%

1 1 .0%

1 .0%

2.1%

6.9%

3.5%

2.7%

4.2%

5.5%

5.1%

2.1%

4.6%

7.0%

5.4%
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Rl F1SEER1ES -~ KLOUTH FRO

F»S/*A FISHERIES ,,

United States Department of the Interior
OmCE OF

. D.C ?02

i. U U .. u u 0

8 |OOJ/OOe

Henorandutt 23B9A

To: Director, Fieh and Wildlife Service
Director , national Park 8ervic*
Director, Bureau of Land Kj.nag»»«ht (7CO)
Director, Klnnrfta» Kaunagtatnt Servict .
Director, Gtolcxjical Suirvty
Director, Kationtl Biological ffurv^y
CoaoEiIeiionar, Bureau of JUclaJWtion
Deputy Comaiaiioner, Bursau of Indian

Froas

Subject:

Chief, l̂ and *&nd K&rint K«tourc«f Divition
Office of Envirpna«htal Policy and Compliance

Initiation of statue Revi«v» for PinX, Chua, 6ocXeye,
Chinook Salmons and Sta-Kun Cutthroat Trout Populations
in Washington, or«<jon, Idaho and California

(ER 94/764)

Th« National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adainistration haa published
in the September 12, 1994, fed?rpl R ?̂̂ *̂ ^rf the attached notice
of initiation of »tatu« reviews for Pink, Chun, SocXeye, Chinook
Salnona and Sea-Run Cutthroat Trout Populations in Washington,
Dragon, Idaho and CalifornJi to datamina if listing is
warranted•

Please reviaw the notice froa your particular jurisdiction and/or
special expartiie and provide your cojmentB to thi» office by
October 28, 1994.

Thi« office will prepare the Department1• cooaente for signature
fey NoveJtber 4, 1994.

The. staff contact perion for this review is Ken Havran at
(202) 208-7116. ; . ;

Attachaent

CCJ Assietant
RBO'srPOR, SFH
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CotwnuitJcatloju common tarrliT.
Coropulil technology, Talaphon*.
ftderaJ

Frvpoatd',
PartMofTUl* 47 of tha Code of

Fedtrtl R*fuliUon« it proposal lo b*
4TO»nd*d •« follovrc:

PART64-*«SCf LUNEOW RUL1I
RELATING TO COMMON CARRItRB

1. Thi authority aUUon tx Pan M
110 r*»d M followr

.
d; 4? U.S.C. 154. unitti

aoud. IfiUcrpnt or tppty wrt&W J01,
*2». til. 41 Sat 1070. u
U.S.C m\. n». 2». 228, unto o6*f^U»
nottd.

1. In S &4.130X iht InutidunoTV ttsa
efptngrtpb [b) and pv*P»pk fbRS) «*
revundto rwd u folio w»:

(b) Pntubitriptlofl cr
nl meaai a Coritrtctutl
, txacatwi Ifi Vrttlni

individual.

(53 Provided, fcowgvtr, tint
of i cr*dit or cbirg« czrd nunber,
with fuxbarizatioa u bill thil t>uxct*t,
m»d* durLngUif course of ictl] IB Ul
lnfom*4lion *w\-ic« *hill cacrttvt* t
prerutscriptjoii or conip»r»blt
trr%naetr.ftni if (be cr»dll or chut*
if bolt:

(i) Geu»nUy aviiliile for U»
pUKhiaa of potuwntr good*,
enunitaiDrot. tnvtl. tnd lodging,

(il) Subjtta to thi d!$f ut« rewhrtioft
pracvduTH of tit Tmth In Uading Act
and Fair Credit Rillitj Act.
15 U.S.C >«rioB t60i fttaq.

3. In $ M.J504. Pirtgftfhj (b). (el,
and (d) ire rrviied le md u

« • • • *

ft) Tbe caUinx piny bibg cots«a*d
to I pey-par-cill itrvica or »&y o'

tervice vbtt b fid
In 4«ordtD<a with psrtpipii (c)oftbll
section: '

[e) Tb» ctlllBg party w lha wV«arife«r
to lt« origliitUng Unt btU^ c^uv*d {or
information eaavrytd duriag tin call
excvpl f 'JrtUiat to t prvsybsripUoc or

«7*«gf*ra«WbeTwwn tt«
providw tod

(dfTbt ailing puty or
lo the origicAtlni l^e Ulng cslltd

colW for lit pravialon of tudio or d*U
IfifonntUcn nrvice. clmulUfttoua
volet coovertauoo **mcw. or products.

4. In S M.1SIQ, pirasrtph (b) U
nv!i»d and caw pingrtpn (c) la add*d
to read u followt:

164.1610

Afiy coouooe c&mir oUtrtftf
coll»ctian MTvipM lo in

entity providing burvUU UJormitiofi
wrvic« purtuurt to i pr««ubacrtption
or compirftbl* tn^QgvntAt ih*ll

U) 1U1 (or tucb tftrvicss only «A«r
obulnlnf tv^deoc* that •
pn»iub»oipflon w cotnp4nbl«

t liu b«u 'wUb\J*L»d in .
witi $M.l$01(b] vUk tht

bjviag bUlni, tod tddmi thi bill
lo tb»i p«nA&:

(2) I» my billing thtt indudw
for »ny lotenaat* iafon&itleB w
provided pvDTUJUt to « prttubacripllon
or comp*r*blo •mngnrarat:

(1) fechidt ( (UUment !Mkatln£ (hit)
(A) Suck cLtrges m for &»•

(61 Ncitber kxal
CM ba di*ceac»ct*d for

•&
toy employ prlnu entitiw to

to collect rucb cbvgar. tad
(Q Acc*» lo bfommloa

-miy be laToJuBtirUy btocWd for
to pty l^ptisett ctirg**;

(U) Di*pUy »ny cluu^« tor
Uifornatian laiviort obul&«d
to • pmaibecriptiofi or
imafcgQMtt in a pet e/tLt bU3 ti« ii
ld«oiififrd u o&t bdog nUtvd to bo)
cad lofig diiunci ttlrpbouc
ud

Loforeailoo
rypt of urvicr. tha CUM and buil&«M
ttl*pbc&« auEib*rof lb« urrtct
providtr, tin u&euu of tht ci^urvr, OM
lekpboo* nnabtf icruAUy dl«J»c; end
til di',*, tti&t, wd, feu c»u« Vill*d on t

cftb«

(c) Acy comic on c%rrUr
bUliB{ ted coUvdion tsvic^s far
Lnlerruu lafona»tiCia twice* prcvtded
DC a oollsct buit >t*ll, to tba «xiaot
po»IbU, dlrtlay billing iafcreiatioo la
lh* m«in«r owoibed in

iCFftpvtar
•j.

Unlng EnolWMJ^rtO vtd TtaMttrMd
6p*cl4« and P«»Jox««ng Critical
Ktfeittt biltiftfon d Iwtus fUv(««r« tor
Pink (tlmon. Chum latanon, Aocfctyt
&*!mon, Chbook 8alm«n, end fl**
Run Cutthroat Tr«ut FcpylftJon* ta

WifOTDl* .

A(W*CH NiUonil Maruw
S«rv$c« (KMPS). Nctiootl Ocetalc a»4

AdraW*u»tIcm (NOAA).

Notice of findl&f: Wtiotloo of
nttu« revi>vn-. >«itn for cotuacatt.

KMFS feu r»c»ivwi
p*UUoni to Uat t*v«r*l
talcum cempriil&g bur

of-P*d£c lalmoa
* ipp.) from Pug* Sou&d
lc ProijutuU. WA.and tLi Olytaplc ProijutuU. WA. and to

dwlgaita criuol h*biut uod»r thi
EntU&|«r«i Sp»dM Act of 1973 (ESAl
t& ftccordtboi witt tactioft 4 of tb* ESA,
NMFS E»di that ti»

indicating that U*dag« may U
wynnted. ThtMfor* , NMFS U
vnitiAtlng « tUtua nrvitw on U>*
to dttamine If lirting U

. NMFS U
lv« autut nritwa (or

populxtionx of PacLfic w^TBiftp ted
tatdranouA troui not pt^eoU
undtrjjciag itinu ttvir** la

CeUfcmJa- Oimpretenilvt. c&utwid«
JUtui r*vi«wt an already updarviy for
cobo nlflsoo (O. kisateh] aad st«elba»d
(O. iryjrfw y. Sp«d«4 for wbkh
compitb«Ulvt, coutwidt ct«txu
M vi»w» wiU W initifttAd ut; pink
**i»OB (O. jorbiLtcho], diutn uloofi
(0. i*WJ, soclpye mlKvoQ (O, nw JM).
cMeock ttlmoQ (O. u^ctvyuetal, asd
tai-ron cutthroAl Crwa {O. cJorki dfb").
To aw^irt thxi \

, KWFS l« loUdting

ia
v--«U M tin Eva

Ongoa,

and
ba feorivtd by Ncrvtobei 14.'

fropa,

Sevicss Wv^ocm. KMFS. fill
NE Hth Avtmii, KOCTO 62A. Pcnlind.
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4680?

Prt>po»«d Rule Mabof mi; ol»o be
purch*»»d ton lh» ComrnLMlon'i
duplicating conutaor. IntcmiUoml
Trwijcriplion S«rvk»«, 2100 M SDett.
N.\V..Smu ;*0.\VuhUifoa,D.C
20037. (202) 857-3600. For I document
ralctjpg to ihJl FurOvw NoUa of
Propo**d Rule M«Jdn,j, t*« fiul rule*
governing Intermit* t»y-p«r-ctU

i that an publli ft«d e!wvhe« to

of Notinp bTPropoced Rub
Hiking

J. On August 2. 19VV tbe CommJuion
»dopied • Furtber Notice of Proposed
Rui» Maklns (FNZFUM) la CC DodcM No.
99-33 (ntauvd AUfUrt 31. 1994; FCC
64-200) proposing ciin|« 10 nil*
governing Iht provUion. of ifl/orraeUoo
M>rvic»» iLrougi ftOO auaban »fld
punuwt lo • prwubwiption or
coroptnbU CTtnjement Tb» propowd
isn«ndftH&u u* lawnded to protect
consumers froffl »pp4renUy fraudulent
nod decepliv* pt*cUCe< «Mad«t*d with
th« prOvitioB of Aw* iwvjcai.

Z. Tt§ Cottailwloc'i roll* governing
U p4y-p*T-c»^l tod Information
j wtrt idopud in 1MJ to

Mid Ditpule Ra*<blutioB Act ef \9S2, 47
CTR «B (TDDRA). Tb« TDDRA tKplm
th«i mo* tattttut* lnfprm»tion seivloi
must bt offer»4 txdufiv»)y tiurugh
lol^pbooe nuz&en b»gl&nla| vrlth th*
900 j*Mc* &CCMI eod« tod MD»nlly
prchibtu lie xiM of 600 cumberi lo
provide liTonr^tioD ftenlcM. HoWevBt.
under the stiriite, 100 CUTObew may be
usid id provide Infcrmatiem ttrvlcM
punvwil to i prMuUcriptfoo or
cotnptjibl* •mnnnxnt In in ifftct to
cCTtrol potentitl abusM fifth*
pretuWaSpUoc prtviiioni, th«
Coirunitfios ctpUdtly d«&u4
prwubscrtpiJec tt i ccntrtctvul "
»gmero«ni bwtwwa u tafcmutlofi

(IP) «nd • fully Informed

und«i ib« t«rmt dd condition*
cffertd by ih« IP
psTipUJau befor* th«
indie* it thtt I?» u» i
teioplncfiB *yb*crib*n w aJli plecrf to
BOG nusiben witKcut i*t&rUir4n| tbd
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16) 653-4729

August 8, 1994

Mr. Ron Iverson
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klamath River Field Office
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097-1006

Dear Mr. Iverson:

We have attached a list of fishery restoration projects
proposed in the Klamath River basin that have been recommended
for State funding in State fiscal year 1994/95. These projects
total $334,293. The funding for them is: $65,514 from
Proposition 70 salmon stream restoration funds (P-70);
$11,952 from Steelhead Trout Catch Reports-Restoration Card
funds (SH); and $256,827 from Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB)
funds. The projects sent to WCB still require the Board's
approval, and funding for those projects is at the Board's
discretion.

We request Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
approval of these projects as part of the State match. When it
is complete, please send us your final list of projects that
were approved for State or federal funding by the Task Force so
that we can update our records.

Please do not hesitate to contact Ms. Linda Biscoe
(916-654-5628) at the letterhead address for any further
information you may need. Mr. Bob Schulenburg (916-445-1009)
is the person to contact regarding the WCB projects. Thank you
for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Forrest Reynolds
Assistant Chief
Inland Fisheries Division

cc: See next page
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August 8, 1994
Page 2

cc: Ms. Patricia Parker
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klamath River Field Office
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097-1006

Mr. Randy Benthin
Department of Fish and Game
Redding, California

Mr. Mike Rode
Department of Fish and Game
Mt. Shasta, California

Mr. Bob Schulenburg
Wildlife Conservation Board

Mr. Carl Harral
Inland Fisheries Division
Redding, California

Ms. Linda Biscoe
Inland Fisheries Division
Sacramento, California

Biscoe:leb

File: Mr. Forrest Reynolds
Mr. Harvey Reading
IFD File #3510-15
IFD Chron
L. Biscoe

(KLAHATH\1VERSON.LTR)
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CDFG USFUS
Prop. Proj.
Numb. Numb.

1994/95 Klamath River Basin
Fishery Restoration Projects

Funded by the State of California

Contractor Stream Project Title Project Description
Funding
Source

A/nounT

Approved

E-08 Kidder Creek Outdoor School
Etna Elementary School

Kidder Creek Kidder Creek Restoration
Project

Continue to implement a restoration
project including a tree planting
program on Kidder Creek and educate
students and our edult community of
habitat requirements and the
economic and cultural Importance of
our salmon population.

P-70-1550
SH-1550

31 OP

72 HR-27 USOA-Forest Service, Hodoc
Notional Forest

N.F. Willow
Creek

75 HR-12 USDA-Klamoth Nat'l Forest.
Oak Knoll Hunger Dlst.

Norse Creek

76 HP-01 USDA-Klnmath Nat'l Forest,

Oak Knoll Ranger Oist.

Horse Creek

North Fork Willow Creek Fish
Improvement Project

Horse Creek Migration Barrier
Improvement

Horse Creek Cattle Exclusion
Fence

Replace the current road crossing UCB
and culvert with a bottomless arch
pipe that w i l l be over excavated
and stream gravels placed In the
bottom to provide fish migration
passage from Clear Lake.

Promote access to blocked area WCB
habitats by improving upstream and
downstream migration through
removal of barriers to fish
passages and provide for facilities
for avoiding obstacles.

To exclude cattle from entering the WCB
riparian zone in the lower one mile
of Horse Creek.

2600C

6500I

796

85 HR-17 Siskiyou Resource
Conservation District

Scott River Scott R. Rip. Fencing &
Planting-Pastures of Heaven
Rch.

Fence area to restrict livestock
access to riparian zone and plant
trees and shrubs to provide both
reduced sediment from streambank
erosion and develop riparian
vegetation for stream shading.

WCB 84.1
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1994/95 Klamath River Basin
Fishery Restoration Projects

Funded by the State of California

CDFG USFUS
Prop. Proj.
Numb. Numb.

Contractor Stream Project Title Project Description
Funding
Source

Amount
Approved

86 HR-22 Siskiyou Resource
Conservation District

Scott River Scott R. Riparian Fencing &
Planting-Walter Hensen Rch.

87 HR-21 Siskiyou Resource
Conservation District

Scott River Scott R. Geomorphic
Restoration & Fish Habitat
Enhance.

88 FP-18 Siskiyou Resource
Conservation District

Miner's Creek Student-Bui It Fish Screens on
Scott River Tributaries

Fence area to restrict livestock UCB
access to riparian ion* and plant
trees and shrubs to provide both
reduced sediment from streambank
erosion and develop riparian
vegetation for stream shading.

Install structures to arrest UCB
streambank erosion and to enhance
fish habitat, fence area to
restrict livestock access to
riparian zone, and plant trees and
shrubs to provide reduced sediment
from streambank erosion and develop
riparian vegetation.

Students from Etna High School will P-70-4457
research, design, fabricate, SH-4500
install monitor and maintain two
fish screens on Miner's Creek, in
the French Creek Watershed, a
tributary to the Scott River within
the Klamath River system.

19678

54857

8957

94 HR-11 USDA-Klamath Nat'I Forest,
Heppy Camp Ranger Dlst.

97 HR-10 USPA-Klnmoth Nat'I Forest,
llnppy Camp Ranger Dist.

Elk Creek Elk Creek Winter Habitat
Restoration #4

Indian & Elk Indian and Elk Creek Riparian
Creeks Habitat Restoration #2

Provide complex winter, spring, and P-70-2826
summer rearing habitat for juvenile SH-2000
salmon and steelheed in Elk Creek.

Provide coniferous and deciduous UCB
cover within the riparian
management zones that have a
greater chance of surviving a large
flood event.

4826

14718
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CDFG USFUS
Prop. Proj.
Numb. Numb.

1994/95 Klamath River Basin
Fishery Restoration Projects

Funded by the State of California

Contractor Stream Project Title Project Description
Funding
Source

A/nocnt
Approved

105 FP-02 Department of Fish end Game Klemath R.
subbastn

106 FP-17

UO HR-04

Deportment of Fish and Game Etna Creek

CCC-Colifornia Conservation
Corps, Del Norte Ctr.

Contracted Position/Yreka
Fisheries Habitat Improvement

Lower Etna Creek Diversion
Screen

Tarup Creek Tarup Creek Fisheries Habitat
(lower reach) Restoration Project

To provide additional help to meet P-70
Department goal of building new
fish screens and to provide help
for maintaining existing screens,
ladders, and traps.

To screen an existing open SH
agrlculture/stockwater diversion
ditch to prevent the loss of
juvenile and adult steelhead.

CCC in cooperation with DFG w i l l UCB
provide crews to Implement habitat
enhancement measures at 14 sites on
Tarup Cr. Measures will include
modification of 3 barriers, tree
planting on streamslde terraces t
reconstruct log structures to cover
habitat.

31119

3902

28695

144 HR-05 CCC-Cnlifornia Conservation U.Fork Blue
Corps, Del Norte Ctr. Creek

U. Fork Blue Cr. Salmon &
Steelheed Habitat Restoration

CCC in cooperation with DFG will P-70
provide crews and heavy equipment (emt.
to Implement habitat enhancement requested
measures at 16 sites on W. Fork less equip.
Blue Creek. Measures will Include costs)
placement of rootwads and other
large woody debris In assoc.
w/boulder deflectors.

25562
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1994/95 Klemath River Basin
Fishery Restoration Projects

Funded by the State of California

CDFG USFUS Funding Amount
Prop. Proj. Contractor Stream Project Title Project Description Source Approved
Numb. Nurb.

146 HR-09 CCC-California Conservation Terwer Creek Terwer Creek Fisheries Habitat CCC In cooperation with OFG w i l l WC8 29461
Corps, Del Norte Ctr. Restoration Project provide crews to Implement habitat

enhancement measures at 15 sites on
Terwer Cr. Includes construction
of multiple log structures and
placement of other woody debris In
some stream reaches to create scour
pools.

*** Total ***

354 N3
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I N F O R M A T I O N

December 15, 1994

Dr. Ron Iverson
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klaroath River Fishery Resource Office
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097-1006

A-V--N
D e a r _Dr—-iver~£ o n:

Attached for your information is the table titled,
"Klaraath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spavmer Escapement,
In-river Harvest and Run-size Estimates, 1978-1994", plus a
cover sheet summarizing 1994 season results.

Please note that all figures for years, 1978 through
1993, are now final; 1994 figures are preliminary, and subject
to revision.

Sincerely,

Paul M. Kubbell, Supervisor
Klamath-Trinity Program
Field Operations

Attachment



KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FALL CHINOOK SALMON RUN-SIZE,
HARVEST AND SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT--1994 SEASON1'

The 1994 adult fall chinook salmon run into the Klamath River system
has again turned out to be significantly smaller than that projected
preseason. It is, however, the largest run recorded since 1989.
This year's grilse return is the largest recorded since 1988.

Earlier this year, based on management decisions affecting the 1994
season fishing regulations, fisheries scientists projected that
81,200 adult fall chinook salmon would return to the Klamath River
this fall. Using this figure, they projected an in-river harvest of
14,300 adults, with the remaining 66,900 going to natural and
hatchery spawning escapements. The following table presents, in
abbreviated form, 1994 preseason adult harvest and spawner
escapement projections, along with corresponding postseason
estimates.

Preseason Postseason
projection estimate (*)

Harvest

Indian net 11,800 11,595 (98.3)

Angler 1,400 1,768 (126.3)

Net & angler mortalities (unlanded) 1,100 963 (87.51

Subtotals 14,300 14,326 (100.2)

Spawner Escapement

Natural 35,100 33,361 (95.0)

Hatchery 31.800 14.536 (45.7)

Subtotals 66.900 47.897 (71.6)

Totals 81,200 62,223 (76.6)

*Percent of projected figures in parentheses.

Complete run-size, harvest and spawner escapement figures for both
adults and grilse for years, 1978-1994, are presented in the
accompanying table.

1' Prepared December 12, 1994 by the California Department of Fish
and Game, Klamath-Trinity Program.



IQamatb River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In-r ivcr Harvest and Run-size Estim
1978-1994'

Pag

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners
Iron Gate Hatchery QGH)
Trinity River Hatchery gnu)
Subtotals

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH)
Salmon River basin
Scon River basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem Klamath River
(excluding IGH)
Misc. KJamath tributaries

(above Hoopa and Yurok Reservations)

Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs.
Subtotals

4,712 31,052 35,764
1,400 2,600 4,000
1,909 3,423 5,332
6,707 12,024 18,731

651 4,928 5.579

300 1,700 2,000

735 2,765 3,500
__ b -- b -- b

16,414 58,492 74,906

3,936 8,028 11.964
150 1,000 1.150
428 3,396 3,824

1,040 7.111 8,151
494 5,444 5,938

466 4.190 4,656

147 1,068 1.215
100 C 400 C 500 C

6,761 30,637 37,398

16,837 7.700 24,537
200 800 1 ,000

2,245 2,032 4,277
4.334 3,762 8,096
1,749 3,321 5,070

867 2.468 3,335

500 1 ,000 1 ,500
250 C 400 C 650 c

26,982 21,483 48,465

Total Spawner Escapement | ! 18,654 71,451 90,105 | 7,982 34,273 42,255 29,689 27.994 57,683

IN-RIVER HARVEST ^^L
— — — ... — — — — ̂ ^^^^B

Angler Harvest
Oamath River £cJow Hwy 101 bridge)

Trinity River basin (abo/e V/P.VS* creek)
3alance of Klamath system
Subtotals

ndian Net Harvest"
Oamath River £et>w H«y 101 brxije)
Klamath Rrver (Hwy 101 to Trinity mourn)
Trinity River (Hoopa Reservation)
Subtotals

Total In-river Harvest I

122

1,960
2.082

854
d -- d

840
1,694

976
-- d

2.800
3,776

216
765

1,200
2.181

__

1 .800

i 3,882

18,200

19.894

20.000

484
1,157

500
2.141

700
1,922
1,700
4,322

835
2,456
2,600
5,891

' -- --

1,350

23,776 3,531

13,650

15,791

15,000

495
272
220
987

19,322 6,878

727
998

2.771
4,496

9,605
1,528

880
12.013

16,509

1,562 !
3,454 •
5.371 ;

10,387 •

10,100 .
1,800 i
1,100 i

13.000 i

23.387 ;
• " . . . . . . . _ .

IN-RIVER RUN i

Totals
In-river Harvest and Escapement
Angling Mortality p% of h&r/est) f
Net Mortality o% of harvest) f

Total In — river Run |

i Grilse
i 22,536

I 42

' 144

i 22,722

Adults
91,345

34 .
1,456

92,835

Totals
113,881

76
1,600

ISM
Grilse Adults
11,513

44
108

115,557 Jf 11.665

50,064
43

1,092

51,199

Totals
61,577

87
1.200

I Grilse "
36,567

118
79

62,864 36,764

Adults
44,503

90
961

45,554

ffits-^
81.070

2CS :

1.0-iO '

82,318 •

Prepared 1Z/i2,e* (continued on ne
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Page 2 of 7

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners
Iron Gate Hatchery (IGH)
Trinity River Hatchery (TRH)
Subtotals

Grilse Adults Totals
540 2,055 2,595

1,004 2,370 3,374
1,544 4,425 5,969

Grilse Adults Totals
1,833 8.353 10,186
4,235 2,058 6,293
6,068 10,411 16,479

Grilse Adults Totals
514 8,371 8,885
271 5,494 5.765
785 13.865 14.650

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH)
Salmon River basin
Scott River basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem KDamalh Rrver
(excluding IGH)

Misc. KJamath tributaries
(above Hoopa and Yurok Reservations)

Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs.
Subtotals

5,906 15,340 21,246
450 750 1 ,200

3,409 3,147 6,556
4,330 7,890 12,220

912 2,730 3,642

1,000 3,000 4,000

500 1 ,000 1 .500
__ b -- b — b

16,507 33,857 50,364

8,149 9,274 17.423
300 1 ,000 1 .300

4,350 5,826 10.176
1.922 6,533 8.455
2,325 4,818 7,143

1,000 3.000 4.000

600 1,500 2,100
__ b -- b — b

18,646 31,951 50,597

853 17,284 18,137
75 1 ,200 1 .275

170 3,398 3,568
753 3,119 3,872
335 2,713 3,048

200 1.800 2,000

140 1,270 1,410
— b -- b — b

2,526 30,784 33,310

^Total Spawner Escapement 18,051 38,282 56,333 [ 24,714 42,362 67.076 3,311 44,649 47,960

f
IN-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest
Wamath River (below Hwy 101 bridge)
Trinity Rrver basin (above wniow creetg
Balance of Wamath system
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*

fc«^^A^U kV&eBtiBxvm

Grilse Adults Totals Grilse Adults Totals
536 1,714 2,250

1,456 3,174 4,630
5,260 1,095 6,355
7,252 5,983 13,235

1,252 3,539 4.791
2,554 2,321 4.875
8,678 2.479 11.157

! 12.484 8.339 20,823

f Grilse Adults TotaJs i
60 750 810 ;

116 2,360 2,476
175 1,125 1,300 :
351 4,235 4.586

KJamath Rrver $><*>* Hwy 101 bridge)
Klamath Rrver (Hwy 101 to Trinity moutfi)
Trinity Rrver (Hoopa Reservation)
Subtotals

I Total In-river Harvest ]

2.465

9,717

33,033

39,016

35.498 1,799

48,733 14,283

14,482

22,821

16,281 163

37,104 514

7.890

12,125

8.053

12,639

I IN-RIVER RUN i

Totals
In-river Harvest and Escapement
Angling Mortality px of harvest) f
Net Mortality <3% o< harvest) f

lESs?®}!
Grilse
27,768

145
197

JSj-fci'JLgsljJj

Adults
77,298

120
2.643

Totals
105,066

265
2.840

Grilse
38,997

250
144

î &i&H^
Adults
65,183

167
1.159

gajE ĝSapgggal

Totals
104,180

417
1,303

Grilse
3,825

7
13

Adults
56,774

85
631

' Tc:=!s
60.59S

92
644

i
Pf Total In-river Run \ 28,110 80,061 108,171 39,391 66,509 105.900 :3,845 57,490 61,?

Prepared (continued on next page)
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Page

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Ea«i2?§E2
Hatchery Spawners
Iron Gate Hatchery (IGH)
Trinity River Hatchery (TRHI
Subtotals

Griije
764
766

1,530

j?ijt«' vS?!@
Adults

5,330
2,166
7.496

- Jjyije^gffJgEBj HgfcSSCWHHI

Totals
6,094
2,932
9,026

t-'l-i-~Rl§
Grilse Adults

2,159
18,166
20,325

19,951
2,583

22,534

ggiigSBH KlSiSasS
Totals
22,110
20,749
42,859

Grilse
1,461
3,609
5,070

fcS;.|9BBv*
Adults
17.096
15,795
32,891

"&..<#& \
Tota/s
18,557 ',
19,404 i
37,961 ;

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH)
Salmon R'rver basin
Scott R'rver basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem Klamath River
(excluding IGH)
Misc. Wamath tributaries
(abo>« Hoopa and Yurofc Reservations)

Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs.
Subtotals

3,416 5,654 9,070
216 g 1,226g 1.442g
358 1,443 1,801
480 2,362 2.842
465 3,039 3,504

200 1,350 1,550

150 990 1.140
-- b -- b -- b

5,285 16,064 21,349

29,454 9,217 38,671
905 2,259 3.164

1,357 3,051 4,408
2,227 2,897 5,124
1,156 3,491 4,647

1S6 468 624

646 4,214 4,860
SOh 80 h 130 h

35,951 25,677 61,628

20.459 92,548 113,007
949 2.716 3,665

4,865 3.176 8,041
683 3.274 3,957

1,184 6.124 7,308

196 603 799

606 4,919 5,525
— b -- b -- b

28,942 113,360 142,302

Total Spawner Escapement 6,815 23,560 30,375 56,276 43,211 104,487 | 34,012 146,251 180.263

IN-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest
KJamath River £etow Hwy 10i bridge)
Trinity River basin (atxve v/oow c,-ee)<)
Balance of Klamath system
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*
KJamcth River £>«tow Hwy 101 bridge)
Klamath River (Hwy 101 io Tmiy mouth)
Trinity River (Hoooa ReservaSon)

Grilse
175
393
384
952

Adults
545
736

2.056
3.340

Totals
723

1,129
2.440
4.292

! Grilse
j 1 ,479
! 5,442
! 4,274
j 11,195

Adults
2,427 i

154 i
1,001 i
3,582 i

Totals j
3,906
5,596
5,275

14,777

Grilse Adults Totals ;
704

3,438
5,266

! 9.408

2,456
12,039
6,532

21,027

3,160 ;
15,477 i
11.798 ;

30,435 !

Subtotals

j Total In -river Harvest 1

| 455

1 1 ,407

18.670

22,010

19

23

125 i 1 ,555

,417 i 12.750

1 1 ,566

15,148

13,121

27,898

854

10,262

25,127

46,154

25.981

56,416 •

Totals
In- river Harvest and Escapement
Angling Mortality ps. <y revest) f
Net Mortality (8% of rarest) f

I Grilse
! 8,222
j 19
! 36

Adults
45,570

67
1.494

IN

..-'KV-

-RIVER RUN

Totals
53

1

,792
86

,530-

Grilse
69,026

224
! 124

Adults
63,359

72
925

Totals
132,385

296
1.049

Grilse
44,274

188
68

Adults
192,405

421
2.010

To;ais
236,679 :

609 :
2.078

Trilal lo riwar Dim ' I fl 077 47 nt dOR 69 374 fM 35fi 1 r« 730 ! 44 530 194836

(continued on next pac



a raa th River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In-r ivcr Harvest and Run-size Estimate/
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners
Iron Gate Hatchery <IGH)
Trinity River Halchery pnH)
Subtotals

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH)
SaJmon River basin
Scott River basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem Klamath River
(exclud,r>fl IGH)
Misc. Klamath tributaries
(atxve Hoopa and Ywok Reservations)

Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs.
Subtotals

5,949 71,920 77.869
118 3,832 3,950
797 7,769 8,566
398 4,299 4,697

1,208 9.748 10,956

65 863 928

237 3,286 3,523
— b -- b -- b

8,772 101,717 110,489

10,626 44,616 55.242
327 3,273 3,600
473 4,727 5,200
256 2,586 2,842
225 16,215 16.440

164 2,982 3,146

418 4,167 4,585
55 k 820 k 875 k

12,544 79,386 91,930

2.543 29.445 31,988
695 2,915 3,610

1.188 3,000 4,188
137 1,440 1,577
444 2.218 2,662

214 1,011 1,225

248 3.239 3.487
40 k 600 k 640 k

5.509 43,868 49.377

^Tolal Spawner Escapement | I 13,050 130,840 143,890 17,905 112,844 130.749 6,579 65,859 72,438

j IN-RIVER HARVEST

feSS^^^SS t-'l- _f JB^̂ ^̂ It̂ ^̂
Angler Harvest
Klamath River freiow H«y 101 bridge)
Trinity River basin (atxve waiow creek)
Balance of Klamath system
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*

i Grilse
j 146
! 923
! 4,367
; 5.436

Adults
2,455
9,433
8,281

20,169

Totals
2,601

10,356
12,648
25,605

^^^LU:̂ ?^SKS3 KSSWCS3K5WJ UttBBHBBaBB

Grilse
124

2,735
2,552
5411

Adults
3,367
9,341
9,495

22.203

Totals
3.491

12,076
12,047
27.614

Grilse
137
209

1,921
2,267

Adults
1,328
3,054
4.393
8,775

Totals ;

1,465 :
3,253 i
6.314 i

11.042 ;

Klamath River fcetow H*y 101 bridge)
Klamath River (Hwy 101 to Trinity mouth)
Trinity River (Hoooa Reservation)
Subtotals

! Total In-river Harvest i

415

5.851

53,096

73,265

53,511 i 578

79,116 5,989

51,651

73,854

52,229 191

79,843 2,458

45,565

54,340

45,756

56,798 •

I

Totals
In -river Harvest and
Angling Mortality ps.
Net Mortality (8% ai h&.

Escapement
of harvest) f

rvesOf

Grilse
18,901

109
33

Adults
204,105

403
4,248

IN-RIVER RUN

Totals
223,006

512
4,281

Grilse
23,894

108
46

î-'LiiSsis
Adults
186,698

444
4,132

Totals
210,592

552
4.178

Grilse
9,037

45
i 15

Adults
120,199

176
3;645

i

3&5'--:="£3tji2
7o;a:s
',29.236 ;

221
3.660

|F TotaMn- river Run j 19,043 208,756 - 227,799 24,048 191.274 215,322 9,097; .124,020 133,1

(continued on next page)
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery
Iron Gate Hatchery <IGH)
Trinity River Hatchery
Subtotals

Grilse Adults Totals
321 6,704 7,025
371 1,348 1,719
692 8,052 8,744

Grilse Adults Totals
65 4,002 4,067

205 2,482 2.6B7
270 6,484 6.754

I Grilse . Adults TotaJs
3,737 3.581 7,318

211 3,779 3.990
3.948 7.360 11,308

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH)
Salmon River basin
Scott River basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem KJamalh River
(excluding IGH)
Misc. Wamath tributaries
(above Hoopa and Yirok Reservations)

Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs.
Subtotals

241
596 I
236
118
53

59

30
17k

1,350

7,682
4,071 I
1.379

415
732

505

694
118k

15.596

7,923
4,667!
1.615

533
785

564

724
135k

16,946

382
143
146

10
20

8

9
O k

718

4,867
1,337
2,019

716
1,261

572

495
382k

11,649

5.249
1,480
2.165

726
1,281

580

504
382k

12,367

2.563
547
965

66
556

234

153
59k

5,143

7,139
778

1,873
520
598

366

280
474k

12,028

9,702
1,325
2,838

586
1,154

600

433
533k

17,171

I Total Spawner Escapement 2,042 23,648 25,690 ! | 988 18,133 19.121 II 9,091 19.388 28,479 i

IN-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest
Klamatn River £e!ow Hwy 101 bridge)
Trinity River basin (above woio* creetq
Balance of KJamath system
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*
Klamath River £etow Hwy 101 bridge)
fOamath River (Hwy 101 to Trinity mouth)
Trinity River (Hoopa Reservation)

Grilse
58
22

2.020
2.100

Adults
291
328

2.934
3.553

Totals
349
350

4,954
5,653

Grilse
19
94

573
686

Adults
314

1.177
1,892
3.383

TotaJs
333

1,271
2,465
4.069

Grilse Adults TotaJs i
13

158
3,949

[ 4,120

20
314
668

1.002

33 !
472 \

4,617 !
5.122 i

Subtotals 190

Total In -river Harvest ! 2,290

7,906

11,459

8,096 62

13,749 748

10.198

13,581

10,260

14,329 !

366

4.4S6

5,785

6,787

6.151 ;

11. .273

IN-RIVERRUN

Totals
In-rrver Harvest
Angling Mortality
Net Morlalrrv (8%

and Escapement
P% of hawest) f

Grilse
4,332

42
15

SSf.-W'ES'.
Adults
35,107

71
632

Totals
39,439
. 113

647

Grilse
1,736

14
5

viSK I: VI £>*=••-•ttSJ.-CiLfeg&
Adults
31.714

68
816

Totals
33,450

82
821

! Grilse
13,577

82
29

SB> L* T~*V 'f"&*issiAtsaas;
Adults
26,175

20
463

S^^H
Tc;a!s i
39,752 |

102 ;
492

Total In -river Run j 4,389 35,810 40,199 1,755 32.598 34,353 i 13,688 26.658 *m^
r*d 12/1Z.94

. (continued on next pa
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners
Iron Gate Hatchery 0GH)
Trinity River Hatchery rmi-r)
Subtotals

Grilse
883
736

1,619

Adults
20.828

815
21,643

Totals
21,711

1.551
23,262

gy%ffgjCT f̂c>'TK§S&gjSB8M
Grilse

758
4,251
5,009

Adults
11,475m
3,061

14,536

Totals
12,233
7.312

19,545

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH)
Salmon River basin
Scott River basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem Klamath River
(excluding IGH)
Misc. Klamath tributaries

(above Hoops and Yurok Reservations)
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs.
Subtotals

2,465
456
265

85
431

31 n

92
O h

3,825

5.905
3.077
5,035
1,341
3,285

647 n

2,470
98 h

21 ,858

8.370
3,533
5,300
1,426
3.716

678 n

2,562
98 h

25,683

3.150
426
462

1.411
619

620 n

154
Oh

6,842

11.209
3,833
2,367
3,947
7,585

3,228 n

1,126
66 h

33,361

14,359
4.259
2,829
5,358
8,204

3,843 n

1.280
66 h

40,203

TotaJ Spawner Escapement 5,444 43,501 48,945 11.851 47,897 59,746

IN-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest
Klamath R'rver &•&><* H*y 101 bndg«)
Trinity R'rver basin (stove wio*
Balance of Klamath system
Subtotals

Indian Net Harvest*
Klamath River fcetow Hwy 101 bridge)
KJamath River (Hwy 101 toTrir*/ mouth)
Trinity River (Hocpa Reswation)

Grilse Adults" "Totals Grilse Adults Totals
23
172

1,730
1,925

669
391

2,112
3,172

692
563

3,842
5,097

231
308

2.121
2,660

538
366
864

1,768

769
674

2,985
4.428

Subtotals

Total In-river Harvest I

175 9,636 9,811 | | 253 1 1 ,595 11.848

2,100 12,808 14,908 I 2.913 13,363 16,276

IN-RtVER RUN

Totals
In- river Harvest and Escapement
Angling Mortality (K of harvest) f
Net Mortality (i?3t of hrvestj f

Total In-river Run

Grilse
7.544

39
14

Adults
56,309

63
771

Totals
63,853

102
785

p£K:aw>£%£

Grilse
14,764

53
20

m&£&-E3l2
Adults
61,260

35
928

Tote'S
76,024

88
948

7,597 57,143 64,740 I) 14,837 62.223 77,060

Prepared 12/12*4

(continued on next page)
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a/ Prepared December 12, 1994. All figures are California Department of Fish and Game ICDFG)
counts/estimates unless otherwise indicated. All figures for Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries
represent counts of fish entering those facilities. All spawner escapement figures for the Shasta
River basin for 1978-1987, plus those for Bogus Creek basin for 1980-1991 are based on counts
made at counting stations located near the mouths of those streams. All remaining spawner
escapements and all harvest figures are estimates developed from data obtained through ongoing
field investigations in the Klamath-Trinir. system. Figures for years through 1993 are final; 1994
figures are preliminary, subject to revision.

b/ Figure not available.
c/ USFWS estimate.
d/ In 1978, the Klamath River system sport salmon fishing season was closed August 25. There

was essentially no sport harvest of fall Chinook in the Trinity River basin in 1978.
e/ USFWS estimates for years through 1982; 1983 through 1993 estimates jointly made by USFWS

and Hoopa Valley Business Council Fisheries Department (HVBCFD); 1994 estimates jointly made
by HVBCFD for the Hoopa Reservation and Yurok Tribal Fisheries Department for the Yurok
Reservation.
Factors for non-landed catch mortality calculated by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team
(KRTAT, 1986, 'Recommended Spawning Escapement Policy for Klamath River Fall-run Chinook").
U.S. Forest Service estimate.
HVBCFD estimate. Estimate for streams in Hoopa Reservation only.
In 1985, the Klamath River system sport salmon fishing season was closed to the taking of all
salmon below the U.S. Highway 101 bridge from September 9 through December 31; the Klamath
from the U.S. Highway 101 bridge to Iron Gate Dam and the Trinity River from its mouth to
Lewiston Dam were closed to the taking of salmon 22 inches and longer from September 23
through December 31, 1985.

j/ Estimates for Hoopa Reservation portion of catch ( = 947 grilse and 1,941 adults) are of catch
occurring during open fishing periods only.

k/ Estimates jointly made by USFWS and HVBCFD.
I/ Final figures for Salmon River basin natural spawners shown in the December 11, 1991 table were

incorrect. Corrected figures, plus necessary revisions to the 1990 totals, are presented here.
ml Figure does not include 2,333 adults that, following entry into Iron Gate Hatchery, were returned

to the river alive and unspawned, and which are presumed to have spawned naturally.
n/ CDFG estimate based on USFWS redd count data.

f



Agendum //I 2
Handout V

Patrick Darner November 1, 1994
4234 Rose Way
Yreka, CA 96097

Members. Klamath River Basin Fishery Task Force
c/o USFWS
PO Box 1006
Yreka, CA 96097

Greetings:

As a member and past president of the Siskiyou FlyfisherV, I have
taken an active and ongoing interest in restoration efforts and
fisheries issues in the Klamath Basin, particularly those that
affect Siskiyou County. Recently I have become aware of a problea
that I would like to ask you as a task force to examine. If you
concur that there is a problem, I would hope you would then take
what steps you could to see that policies were revised.

This year, as last year, Irongate Hatchery had a spawner return far
in excess of what they needed to meet their egg take goals. In the
aftermath of last years experience with excessively large numbers
of fish, the Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game had developed a new
policy (see attached) for responding. That policy calls for:

1. Attempting to take no more fish into the hatchery than are
necessary to meet egg take goals.

2. Any fish taken in excess of that number will be marked and
returned to the Klamath River.

The hatchery seems to be making every effort to comply with that
policy, by a combination of marking and returning excess fish to
the Klamath River, and by restricting the hours of operation of the
fish ladder. As a consequence, fish that would have returned to
the hatchery to spawn have been forced to look elsewhere,
completely overwhelming the lower portions of Bogus Creek, and
straying in apparently significant numbers into the Shasta River,
with additional straying seen as far as Beaver Creek.

Here I must emphasize that I am refering specifically to salmon
that have returned to the hatchery, had their ventral fin clipped,
then been returned to the Klamath. In addition to those relatively
few marked salmon, one can only assume that many of the far greater
number of salmon that were prevented from entering the hatchery in



the first place (by the restricted hours of operation) were
likewise forced to stray. Since the majority of the salmon were
not marked, there would be no way to distinguish then.

As you are all well aware, there is growing concern to protect the
genetics of the stocks that have evolved the various sub-basins.
The Long Range plan recognizes that need, and specifically states
that hatchery operations will not impact natural stocks (Policy
5Alc, page 5-29). The known differences in the age of maturation,
size, run timing, and early life history all support the conclusion
that the Shasta River has a discrete stock of fall chinook. In the
absence of any clear data to the contrary, it seems only prudent to
assume that this is a distinct stock and take whatever steps are
necessary to protect its genetics.

The 1994 returns were far in excess of hatchery needs. CDF&G
policy has been followed, but that policy did not speak to several
problems that have become apparent this year:

1. The excess number of hatchery fish was larger than expected.

2. Many hatchery fish were unable to use the ladder because of
limited hours of operation, and were thus neither marked nor
killed.

3. Large numbers of hatchery fish, both marked and unmarked were
forced to spawn elsewhere, including (but probably not limited to)
Bogus Creek, mainstem Klamath, Shasta River, and Beaver Creek.
Since most were not marked, their entry could not be prevented.

4. There was no plan in place to monitor the extent of straying,
nor to respond to the problem once it became apparent.

5. The result was that considerable straying of hatchery fish took
place into areas with unique wild stocks, with no quantitive
assessment of the extent of the straying.

6. Many marked fish repeatedly returned up the hatchery ladder,
creating a substantial additional handling burden for hatchery
employees.

7. By restricting the hours of operation of the ladder part way
through the season, it appears that the hatchery will be unable to
accuratly apportion the the eggs raised over the entire run, since
there is no way for them to determine the numbers of fish prevented
from spawning at the hatchery. That creates an additional problea
of uncontrolled genetic drift within the hatchery stock.

8. DF&G has similar policies in place for steelhead and coho.
Similar problems can be anticipated for them, particularly should
listing occur.



The consequences of these problems affect us all. In light of
them, I would like to ask you to request that CDF&G re-examine its
policy for dealing with excess hatchery fish immediately, and
report back on how they will prevent them from recurring. Two
necessary changes are immediately apparent—operate the hatchery
fish ladder 24 hours per day for the entire run, and require that
any fish not spawned be killed, or transported upstream where they
will not present a straying problem, but in no case sould excess
fish be released into the Klamath below Irongate Dam.

Thank you for your time and attention to this.

Respectfully yours,

Patrick J / Darner
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November 29, 1994
.KRTF Meeting, Klamath Falls Ore

BACKGROUND
o The NRCS Salmon Initiative was created to help fill a void in the
Federal response to the recent salmon population declines. The void
is to provide technical and limited financial assistance to private
landowners, and tribes as these entities address salmon recovery
issues. Primarily, we will be working with private landowners and
tribes to address landuse issues in watersheds which are having an
impact on the anadromous. fish habitat.

o The NRCS Salmon Initiative is a regional initiative with
involvement from the NRCS state organizations in California, Oregon,
Washington, and Idaho.

o Assistance from NRCS will be provided through our existing
relationship with Resource Conservation Districts.

o Technical assistance will be carried out in a cooperative manner
with federal, state, and local agencies, interest groups, and
individuals interested in salmon recovery.

o Types of assistance available- Watershed level planning and
implementation (PL-566). On-farm technical assistance to help
farmers, ranchers, timber owners implement conservation practices that
will contribute to anadromous fish habitat recovery. Information and
education activities, to bring about a greater understanding of issues
drivinc; salmon recovery.

o Funding for the Initiative began in 1994.

CALIFORNIA
o Funded a State Salmon Coordinator Position, located in our State
Office in Davis.

o Three projects were accepted for financial and/or technical
assistance: Hayford Creek Project, Santa Rosa Creek, and Lagunitas
Creek.

o Criteria for prioritizing projects/watersheds:
- The presence of endangered species, particularly salmonids.
- Presence of on-going CRMP activities.
- The value and priority placed on the project by the local

Resource Conservation District.
- The relationship and potential of the project to support the

Presidents' Northwest Timber Initiative.
- The project is ready for implementation.
- The project has strong congressional recognition and support.
- Current restoration activities are underway.
- The ability to demonstrate measurable results in a three to

five year time frame.
- High potential for funding from other agencies, groups or
organizations.



What's happening right now?
o Northwest Emergency Assistance Program- NRCS is administering an
element of this Dept of Commerce aid package. We call this element
the Habitat Restoration Element, and involves putting displace
commercial salmon fishermen to work carrying out habitat restoration
activities. Activities will be carried out in coastal counties, and
Columbia River boundary counties from Sonoma County north to the
Canadian, border. Community outreach, watershed assessment
restoration planning, and restoration work will be carried out on
private lands over the next two years under this program. 52.2 Million
for this project in CA. 56 million total for CA, OR, and WA.

o We are currently working closely with ASCS to authorize a pilot
program that will provide ACP cost shares to assist farmers with the
installation of fish screens on pump diversions. The initial pilot
area will include the Sacramento River and tributaries. CA Fish and
Game has tentatively agreed to match dollar for dollar the amount made
available from ASCS.

o Planning has been completed on the Hayfork Creek Project, and
authorization for funding is very close. This project will provide
PL-566 technical and financial assistance to private landowners to
achieve water conservation (mostly from improving irrigation water
management), improved grazing management, and riparian area
improvement. Primary objective for the project is to increase stream
flows, and reduce stream temperatures.

o Planning starts are scheduled for Clear Creek and Middle Creek in
Shasta Counties for FY95, and major portion of the Water Resources
Planning staff will be redirected to these planning activities.

NRCS in California has received approximately 5820,000 to carry out
Salmon Initiative in FY95. The majority of the dollars were allocated
throuah the Conservation Technical Assistance Program (CO-01)
5450,000

The remainder comes from Pl-566 (08) and is earmarked for Hayfork
Creek and Santa Rosa Creek.

To access technical assistance we should encourage folks to work
through their local Resource Conservation District.

Jennifer L. Foster "..
District Conservationist
Yrexa Field. Office



Salmon
Recovery
Private Lands Critical

Rahiiai Restoration is critical to
the protection and recovery of native
salmon in ihe Columbia Basin and in
Coasial basins.

This restoration will need to
involve the private landowners who
control at tensive areas important ID
salmon survival In Oregon, more
than sixty percent of Ihe land in the
Columbia Basin and about fifty-five
percent of ihe Coastal basins are in
private ownership.

Hie Soil Conservation Service,
in partnership with local Soil and
Waier Conservation Districts, is
working with private landowners to
restore airica] salmon habitat. The
current focus of these efforts is in the
Columbia Basin.

Much more is needed to
complete salmon recovery actions oo
private lands. Your interest, partici-
pation, and support Is essential.

Typical landscape off tvoitrshcd in ihe
Colwnblc. R'ntr plaieau region of
tasirm Ongon sh&*-ing Uvtl \o gtnrty
rolling uplands and sleep, highly
disected canyons. Riparicn &>na can be
ffcasly impacted by (he management and
j>racJic£J insiallesi on tht uplands.

For more information, or to
learn how you can help, contact:
Stephen C. Camana
Salmon Recovery Coordinaior
Soil Conservation Service
J229 SE 3rd Avenue
Pendlsum. OR 97801
(503) 278-3836

Conservation
Service

Soi] and Water
Conservation
Districts

•-
Technical Assistance

Over the last centurv Columbia Basin salmon and stedhead runs, once
the larcest in the world, bave declined 90 percent.

The Soil Conservation Service and Soil and Water Conservation Districts
have identified sis problem categories where project activities and accelerated
irrhniral assistance could positively contribute to the regional recovery of
salmon and steeihead in tbe Columbia and Coastal River Basins.

The six categories of opportunity are:
• uaxrsbed management
• irrigation systems and water management
• riparian vegetation establishment and manasemew
• streambank erosion repair
• screening and fist passage at irrigation diversions
• snow surveys and water supply forecasting

Columbia Basin Focus
Total area: 13,844,000 ac.

Private
USFS
BLM
liibcs
Misc.

8.817,200 ac.
3.881.400 ac.

5 12,380 ac.
424.240 ac.
138.440 ac,

64%
28%
4%
3%
1%

Land Use
Agriculture

Private
Range

Private
BLM

Forttl
Private
USFS

2,751,400 ac,

3.714,900 ac.
396,650 ac.

2,304.600 ac.
3.706,000 ac.

[nia-Columbla Region)

ifrvices oftfie Uriiitd Stain Department efAgriciikart, Soil Constnatien Sesvicc are offered on a n
fiaiary basis, viihoul regard la rate, color, nanonal oririn, rtUglan, tti, age, maruaJ status, or handicap.



Salmon Habitat Restoration on Private Lands
Salnon Recovery Initiative

Improving fisheries habitat in the Pacific Northwest and
California io a high priority natural resource iasrue. Beginning
with several salmon epecies being listed and many additional fish
species facing potential listing under the Endangered Species
Act, as well as many other species dependent on the aquatic
ecosyetea, traditional allocation and uses of our soil and water
resources is being challenged. Hundreds of Billions of federal
and state dollars are being spent to restore aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystems on federally managed lands. Investment on
private lands is needed to extend the restoration to private
lands which have critical habitat which need restoration,
protection, and/or enhancement.

To meet this challenge, conservation districts and State
Conservation Commissions in Idaho, Oregon/ Washington, and
California have joined together to forn the Pacific Fisheries
Enhancement Committee which developed an action plan for the
enhancement of fisheries habitat on private lands. With th«
development of this action plan and with partnering with key
federal agencies, such as the Soil Conservation Service, National
Marine Fisheries, and the Fish and Wildlife Service, and
affliated organizations such as the Northwest Power Planning
Council, the districts of the Pacific Northwest and California
are poised to begin putting projects on the ground and starting
today to assist in the recovery of our valuable fisheries
resources.

Private landowners and operators own or control approximately 40
percent of the salmon habitat remaining in the Columbia Basin.
These lands include 11.6 million acres of dry cropland, 6.8
million acres of irrigated cropland, and 4.3 million acres of
pasture land. In addition, private interests own or lease 26.4
million acres of range and 19.7 million acres of forest lands.

In order to foster and accelerate implementation of this plan,
the Soil Conservation Service needs funding of approximately $15
to $20 million dollars a year for the next five years to provide
accelerated and targeted technical and financial resources for
individual state projects.

California Washington Idaho Oregon Total

FY 95 $3.3 $5.4 $2.695 $4.2 $15.595 K
FY 96 $5.275 $5.5 $2.695 $5.2 $18.67 H
FY 97 $6.2 $4.7 $2.695 $5.2 $18.795 M
FY 98 $6.165 $5.8 $2.695 $5.2 $19.86 M
FY 99 $6.265 $5.6 $2.695 $5.9 $20.46 M

The Kational Association of conservation Districts has endorsed
this proposal and supports iwplenentation of the action plan.



SCS will aasiat tha Soil and Water Conservation Diatrictfl, and
State Conservation CoimiEsions in working with all tribes,
federal and state agencies, and other interested groups and
individuals in prioritizing and addressing needs to accomplish
the Pacific Fisheries Enhancement Coaunittoe'0 plan ftttd the
Council's Strategy for Salmon.

scs also will provide technical support for developing
restoration plans on private lands as part of tho four ttodel
watershed efforts currently underway in Idaho, Washington and
Oregon and for watershed efforts designated in the future in
these states and California.

SCS can provide technical assistance to manage and restore
critical instreajn habitat, Improve vat or quality, nanage
nutrients and pesticides, reduce erosion and eedinent, restore
riparian areas, iaprove irrigation systems and efficiencies,
control nonpoint pollution sources, and protect, create, enhance
or restore wetlands. Assistance is delivered through,
conservation districts located in each county throughout the
basin. This delivery system makes assistance readily available
locally to all private landowners, operators, and other groups.

In cooperation with our conservation partners, SCS proposes
accelerating planning for fish habitat restoration and
enhancement which includes the following elements for the first
three years:



w i l l s i m i l a r l y c o n s i d e r t h e K l a r c a t h B a s i n a s • w a t e r s h e d / a q u a t i c h a b i t a t
r e s t o r a t i o n p r i o r i t y .

Should you have any f u r t h e r q u e s t i o n s or need a d d i t i o n a l I n f o r m a t i o n , c a l l n>e or
John H a m i l t o n In ny a b s e n c e .

S ince re ly .

Ron Iverson
Project Leader

Enclosures (3)

cc: USDA/SCS, Vreka (Attn: Jennifer Foster)
USDA/SCS. Sacramento (Attn: John Lowry)
Jerry Grover
Tricla Parker
Dave Vebb
Sari
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Uniled States Department of the Interior
FISH AND \MLDLJFI SERMCE

September 26, 199*.

Ms. Luana Klger
Salmon Initiative Coordinator
USDA Soil Conservation Service
511 KW Broadway. ROOD 248
Portland, Oregon 97209

Dear Luana:

It vas a pleasure talking vith you last week via phone and learning nore about
U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service's (SCS) Salmon
Initiative. Based upon our conversation, it sounds as if anticipated funding
available through your program could be directed at some of the same watershed
restoration problems and target groups as ve have identified. Consistent vith
your request for information on our FY1995 ranking of projects, enclosed you will
find three attachments. The first (Enclosure 1) is a copy of our request for
proposals (RFP) for Fi'1995 projects. Note that extra points are given (pages 8
and 9 of RFP) to proposals vhich vould employ target groups.

Enclosure 2 Is the list of FY1995 projects as ranked by the Technical Work Group.
This ranking was accepted by the Klajnath Task Force for funding dovn to the dark
line (vhere the noney ran out).

Enclosure 3 includes tvo habitat restoration proposals vhich fell belov the
funding line for '95. These tvo full proposals are provided as examples of
projects vhich hopefully vould be eligible for support through your program.

I am socevhat unclear as to what constraints trust be placed on projects to be
consistent vith your program. As 1 may have aentioned, our projects are not
limited to private, agriculture land, although there is n>uch work to be done in
such areas within the Klanath Basin, in particular In the Scott and Shasta
subbasins. The tvo full proposals are provided as examples only. Ve vould be
glad to provide full proposals for any projects in Enclosure 2.

As you Vnow, our Long Range Plan for the Klaxtath River Basin Conservation Area
Fishery Restoration Program (Plan) v.ill implement specific priority actions for
bfisinvide restoration over a 20 year period. The Plan has been recognized by the
Enviroivr-c-ntal Protection Agency as a comprehensive watershed plan. There is
close agreement zs. v.?ll bet-vetn the P]an's priorities £nd the those described in
the State of California's N'orth Ccast Regional Veter Quality Control Eoard's 199k
Konpoint .Source Vork Tasks for the KTarr.ath River Vatc-rshed. Ve hope that SCS
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SCOTT RIVER WATERSHED CRMP COMMITTEE
STATUS REPORT

by
Sari Soromarstrom, CRMP Program Coordinator

tothc
Klamath River Fisheries Task Force

Nov. 30, 1994

The Scott River Waiersl>ed Coordinated Resources Management Planning (CRMP) committee
is a little over two years old now, having been organized io September 1992. Except for a brief
hiatus this past summer, the group has met regularly the third Tuesday night of each month.
Subcommittees also meet as necessary. Mike Bryan was recently selected as chair; he is a
rancher and Sisklyou County's representative on the Technical Work Group of the Task Force.
Vice-chair is Mary Roehrich, representing the Marble Mountain Audubon Society.

Watershed Plans
At our last meeting, the CRMP group agreed to have two components of its watershed

plan completed by February 1995: the Fall Flows Action Flan, and the Pish Popufcitofi f,nt[
ftabitat Plan. The Water Sub-committee presented a 14 page draft Fall Plows Action Plan in
October to the full CRMP committee In response to the CRMP's high priority objective;
"Increase fall flows for the fall chinook salmon". Discussion on the draft followed at the
November meeting, and the sub-committee will be meeting in December to incorporate Ac
suggested changes. The Fish Sub-committee is very close to completing it* draft, which wfll be
presented to the full CRMP at the December meeting. We want to use these plans a» the basis
for future project proposals.

In addition, the Agriculture Sub-committee and the Upland Vegetation Management Sub-
committee are continuing to meet and generate ideas for projects.

I

Current Projects ;
In addition to the CRMP administration project, we arc directly sponsoring 10 projects

worth SI04,352. Several arc continuing projects now in their second year. They are addressing
water conservation and fish habitat needs and Include the following projects:

Water Conservation: * Scott Valley Irrigation District (SVTJO) Stock-watering Study '• flf 5"
* "Beaver Dams": #1 (1994 completed) & #2 (for 1995)
* Fall Irrigation Water Conservation Needs: 1995

^.£tock^occkr f̂̂ :I*r^p<^^

Fish Habitat: * Riparian Woodland RevcgetaUon: 1994 (completed) & 1995
* Fish Screens - Student Built: 1994 (completed); 1995
* Fish Screens - Locally-Built; 1995 (50X funded) L

* Temperature Monitoring: 1995

Final reports on the completed 1994 projects will be submitted by January.
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New Funding Sources
In order to diversify our funding sources, we have pursued other government and private

sources. Working with the ORE-CAL RC&D (Resource Conservation & Development) District,
we identified several private foundations. Our first approach Co. the Dean Witter Foundation of
San Francisco proved successful: they awarded us $4,800 toward our effort to develop a locally-
built fish screening program which will complement the Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game's Screen
Shop effort. Since we have identified 125 diversions needing screening in Scott Valley, the fish
screening effort must be accelerated.

Another funding source is the new Special Practice for Fish Screening from the
Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP) recently approved by the state ASC Committee. This
program provides 75% USD A cost-share funding for screening of river pumps to protect
anadroroous fish. While this special practice was initiated for farmers in the Sacramento River
Basin to protect the listAvinter-run chinook salmon, both Scott and Shasta CRMPs are working
to get Siskiyou County to be part of the program. The 25% cost-share could come from the
landowner, CDFG, or other sources.

Meeting Facilitator
To help our monthly CRMP meetings stay on track and to protect participants from

persona] attacks, we are now using the services of a professional meeting facilitator. She is Freda
Walker, who lives in Scott Valley and usually works on school-related issues. The funds for her
effort come from the Program Coordinator's budget item.

Education: Field Trips, Workshops, Symposiums, and Meetings
A Scott Valley workshop on Water Needs was held for 60 participants in November

1993, followed by a field trip to see spawning salmon in the Scott and a livestock watering
operation. In Spring 1994, about 40 people attended a field trip to look at fish screens in
Shackleford Creek and talk about irrigation practices. An upcoming symposium is planned for
February 1995 with many experts on Water Law.

To also help educate ourselves on various issues, outside speakers are frequently invited
to address the regular CRMP meetings on particular subjects.

Letters of Support
Recent letters of support were sent by the CRMP to help retain two key components of

our restoration effort. One letter was to maintain the USGS Gage Station on the Scott River,
which was threatened with immediate removal in October 1994 due to state cut-backs from
DWR's joint-funding. We are thankful for Ron Iverson's last minute rescue of this valuable
streamflow monitoring station with his offer of Task Force funding for 1994-95. A long-term
funding solution will be needed to avoid the loss of such essential data for our water conservation
and habitat restoration efforts in the Scon River watershed.

Another support tetter was to keep Carl Harral on the job as project administer for
CDFG's habitat restoration projects in this region. He has proven to be very helpful in project
design, prompt paperwork and payments, and landowner-friendliness, and is too valuable a
person to lose at this critical time. Fortunately, last reports indicate his position is at least
temporarily salvaged.

r



^SHASTA VALLEY RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICTS
215 EXECUTIVE COURT. YREKfl. CflLIF. 96097
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SHASTA RIVER COORDINATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AREA OF COVERAGE: The Shasta R i v e r from below D w i n e l l Reservoir
downstream to the c o n f l u e n c e w i t h the K I a m 3 1 h R i v e r and all
t r i b u t a r i e s in this 'section.

OBJECT WE : T o i m p r o v e r i p a r i a n h a b i t a t w h i l e m a i n t a i n i n g Agricultural
uses .

GOALS:

1. I d e n t i f y and p r i o r i t i z e the p r o b l e m s

A . D e v e l o p " r i p a r i a n ra t i ng " sys tem

B. S u r v e y Shasta R i v e r and t r i b u t a r y r i p a r i a n cond i t i on/ 1 and
owner c o o p e r a t i o n .

C . D e f i n e " w o r k a b l e " s e g m e n t s

2 . T o d e v e l o p i m p r o v e d r i p a r i a n c o n d i t i o n s w h i l e h a v i n g t h e
l o w e s t p o s s i b l e i m p a c t ( l e a s t i n t r u s i v e ) t o landowners.

A . P r o v i d e " i m m e d i a t e " a s s i s t a n c e to c o o p e r a t o r s w i s h i n g - t o
do r e s t o r a t i o n wo rk .

8. Imp lement e x i s t i n g g r 3 n + p r o j e c t 1 ?

C. C o n t i n u e to se<3i ; fund?

D. Gather "1 i b r a r y " o f . t e c h n o l o g y / a l t e r n a t i v e s fo r f i s h e r i e s
r e s t o r a t i o n p r o j e c t s

3. Improve l a n d o w n e r a w a r e n e s s of th<? p r o b l e m s a long and in the
Shasta R i v e r and t he b e n e f i t p o t e n t i a l f o r improvemen ts .

A . P u b l i s h Shas ta R i v e r CRMP n e w s l e t t e r

1. Minimum of tvi o times per </<=?••-

2. . D i s t r i b u t e to ! •-> n d o w n e r - ? , =»<]»" c i e s , l e g i s l a t o r s

B . P r o v i d e news a r t i c l e s . - ' f e e t 3 h r » « ? V T : f o r p u b l i c a t i o n

C. H o l d 3 n annua l f i e l d ^our of g r « = n r n j e C t S/ C o n c e r ns,



SHASTA VALLEY RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT
'

21S EXECUTIVE COURT. YREKfl. CflLIF. 96097

4. C o o r d i n a t e agency a c t i v i t i e s and fund ing for projects and
a c t i o n s on the Shasta R i v e r .

A. CRMP c o o r d i n a t o r wi I I "gather" p r o p o s a l s to see that
d u p l i c a t i o n of effort does not • > c c u r .

B. I n v i t e i n t e r e s t e d T r i b e s to p a r t i c i p a t e in CRMP

1. Contact the f o i l o w i n g persons
a. Hoopa — M i k e Orcut
b . K a r u k — L e a f H i l l m a r .
c. Yurok -- Wa I t Lara
d. Other -- ????.???? . ,

*s' ' i "* "* • ' y *s / t * /'•
^» 'C* X ̂ '•*- •"" \_ ' '' • O — ^__ _j -̂ *A s *&^ * ' - ̂  * A

C. Keep other interested "Fish Groups" informed via
News l e t t e r s and m i n u t e s .

D. C o n t i n u e to seek f u n d i n g for c o o r d i n a t o r p o s i t i o n which
is o n l y funded for FY 32.

5. Improve p u b l ic awareness of the work b e i n g done.

A. C o o r d i n a t e p u b l i c i n f o r m a t i o n w i t h K RBF T F

B. D e t e r m i n e target a u d i e n c e s
i e . , K i d s , d e c i s i o n makers,et^.

C. Seek out V o l u n t e e r to do p u b l i c i n f o r m a t i o n program

6 . E v a l u a t e a l l r e s t o r a t i o n efforts < i n CRMP area)

A . CRMP supported projects w i l l c o n t a i n formal m o n i t o r i n g
a n d e v a l u a t i o n c r i t e r i a .

1. Add to Memorandum of U n d e r s t a n d i n g between agencies,
group? and the CRMP,

'2. Proposals w i l l need to d e f i n e expected results/goals
and the Tiethod of proposed e v a l u a t i o n .

B. Encourage Non-CRMP <? p o n s o r e d projects contractors to
i n c l u d e e v a l u a t i o n 3n<j m o n i t o r i n g in projects and
encourage s h a r i n g ot results w i t h CRMP group.
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FED ID COOPERATOR LOCATION

KAUMATH RJV
FISCAL

OCTOBl
(93wkpl.DBP.Ce

[ORATION PKOCRAM
WOHK PLAN
1094

ftx.Annual. fr«)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COMMENTS

• CATEGORY Education
E-07 Fork* of Salmon School Salmon River Watershed Education and

Stewardship Program
774B

•• Subtotal ••
7748

•• CATEGORY PUh Protection
FP-03 USPWS Coa.tal California PRO KlaMth River

pp-0« USPWS Coastal California PRO KlaMth River

PP-1I USPWS Coastal California PRO Klaaath River

FP-01 USPWS CA/NV Pi ah Health Center KlaMth River

PP-07 Vurok Tribe * Huaboldt State Klaaath River
Univ.

• .] •• .
PP-12 Vurok Tribal Plaherlea Program Blue Creek

Age Co-position of the 1004 10382
Klaaath River Pall Chinook Run

Malnstea Klaaath River Pall
Chinook Spawning Eccapement
Estimate

Spring Emigration At»e»a«ent
of Klaaath Klver Juvenile
SalMonldt

Health, phytloloey, and
Migration characteristic* of
Iron Cote Hatchery Chinook

Oenetlo enelytli of Klaaath
River Oreen Sturgeon

A»»»»»»*nt of the Chinook and
Coho Salaon populations of
Blue Cr««k

20000

28103

Z2000

21102

13181 ttUht on cut off Unn •• of
10/31/W4; only p
fundoi)

fa cc'
3 ID
CL 3
O Q.

1 C C
rr 3

n ^=
n NJ

••Subtotal ••
123870

•• CATEGORY Habitat Protection
HP-03 Ualveralty of California -

Yr«ka
Soott Valley

HP-OS Great Northern Corporation Montague-Oranada

HP-02 Slskiyou Resource Con*. Olat. Scott River

Asuosunent of Pall
Agricultural Irrigation Hater
Conservation Potential in SV

Road Croaalng Remote Water Quality
Monitoring Station

Temperature Monitoring on the
Scott River

11314

0 Funded with FY 04 $

0 Funded with t-'Y 94 S

HP-00 Karuk Tribe of California Klaaath River Water Temperature Monitoring
of the KludHth River Malnstea

24804

HP-01 USOA - Kln.ath National Poreet Oak Knoll Ranger District Horse Creek Cattle Exclusion 7962



10/31/9

V

fEO 10 CCOPERATOR LOCATION

HP-OB Klamath T.F. Technical Work Klamath Baeln
Group

•• Subtotal ••

•• CATEGORY Habitat Restoration
HR-23 Great Northern Corporation Shaeta Valley

MR-IS Sleklyou Resource Com, Diet Scott Valley

HR-1B USPS Klamath National Forest Canyon Creek

HR-19 Sleklyou Reaouroe Cona. Diet Scott Valley

HR-23 Great Northern Corporation Shasta Valley

HR-21 Sleklyou Resource Cona. Diet Scott River

HR-17 Sisklyou Resource Cone. Diat. Soott River

HR-12 USOA - Klamath National Portal Oak Knoll Ranger District

HR-sa aiaklyou Reaouroe Cone. Olet. Scott River

•• Subtotal ••

•• CATEGORY Progra- Coordination
PC-03 K)a»«th Poraat Alliance - SRRC Salvon River

PC-OS Oreat Northern Corporation Shaeta Valley

KALAKATII RIVt OHATJdN PROGRAM
FISCAL YEA.. »S WORK PLAN

OCTObER 31. 19V4
(93wkpl.DBF.Cat.ndK.Annual.fr>)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Pence

Inatreaa Flow Scoping

PC-, aklyou Resource Cone. Olet. Scott River

Shasta River Riparian Fencing
Project

Scott Rtver Riparian Woodland
Revegetatlon Phase II

Canyon Creek spawning gravel
development

Sootc River flow enhancement
pilot project

Flock Ranch Pumping Syatea

Scott River Geoaorphlo
Restoration and Pish Habitat
Enhancement - Klamath Basin

Soott River Riparian Fencing A
Planting Pastures of Heaven
Ranch

Horse Croek Migration Barrier
laproveaent

Scott River Riparian Fencing A
Planting Walter Haneen Ranch

Salawn Klver Community
Reatoratlon Program

Shasta River Coordinated
Reaource Management Plan
Coordinator

Scott River Watershed

COST COMMENTS

44084

d»024

00609

0 Funded with FY U4 S

3036

liaie

24098

34837

8437

63000

19989

250005

13773

23020 Kurtlally funded with KY 94 S

32294



IO/J1/
KALAMATH

FISCAL '

T IUN PKOOKAM
PLAN

FED ID COOPERATOR LOCATION

PC-07 USPWS Klanath River PRO Klanath Bacln

PC-08 Klamath T.F. Technical Work Klaaath Batln
Group

•• Subtotal ••

••• Total •••

(93wkpl . DDF . Cat . ndx . Annual .frm)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Coordinated Resource
Management Plan

Provide Staff Support for
Procran Coordination

COST COMMENTS

405000

Sub-Basin Planning and Project 50400
Development

326333

1000000
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Handout DD

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
P.O. D r a w e r 1258 (916)623-1217

W E A V E R V J L L E . CALIFORNIA 96093

November 16, 1994 Dtro B.
Donald £. Btntdttti, Adminittrotiit Offittr

Bruce Babbitt
Secretary of Interior
1849"C"St,NW
Washington, D.C. 20240

Re: Federal Reserved Water Right to 50,000 Acre-Feet from the Trinity Division of the Central Valley

Project

Dear Secretary Babbitt:

The Trinity Division of the Central Valley Project, consisting of Trinity, Lcwiston and Whiskcytown
Dams and associated tunnels and powerplaols, was approved by Congress on August 12,1955. Section
2 of the 1955 Act contained a distinctly separate provision from instream fishery flows as follows:

"Provided further, That not less than 50,000 af shall be ix-Jeased aunually from the Trinity
Reservoir and made available (o Humboldt County and dowustream water users."

Nearly identical language is also included in all of the Bureau of Reclamation's 7 California water permits
for stoi age and diversion of Trinity River water to the CVP.

After 3-4 years of nOl releasing the 50,000 af of water from Trinity Reservoir for "Humboldt Count)- and
downstream water users", we believe that the time has come for the. Interior Department to comply with
federal and state laws and release that water for the economic benefit of the watershed of origin as
promised by Congress in 1955. We are, therefore, asking for your concurrence with our proposal to
develop long-term criteria for release of the 50,000 af through the "Maiostem Trinity River Fishery*
Restoration E1S/E1R" now being prepwed. We are also asking that you direct the Bureau of
Reclamation to make 50,000 af of water available in 1995 and 1996 for evaluation purposes and
immediate economic relief of an area devastated by the export of water re sources and reductions in
federal timber harvest levels.

Humboldt County £j)d Trinity County recently conducted three hearings on this issue to determine if
there wea unmet \vner needs in the Trinity River basin which' could be fulfilled by release of the 50.000
af. Thete was ample justification and wide-spread support for release of the 50,000 af for a number of
uses, in particular, recreation and community development.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Hoopa Valley Tribe are NEPA le-ad agencies for the
Mainstem Trinity River Fishery Restoration E1S/EER, and Trinity County is the lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act. We are ia the initial stages of developing a Draft E1S/EJR to
evaluate mainstcm Trinity River fishery restoration efforts and to assist you as Secretary of Interior in
developing recommendations for permanent initream fishery flow requirements, Trinity RiverJpivisiorj.



operating cr i te r ia and procedures for ihe restoration and maintenance of the Trinity Rjvtr fishery. These
actions arc nuthoriicd by the Trinity River Flow Evaluation Study through a 1981 Secretarial Directive,
nnd arc further authorized by Section 3406(b^3(A) of the Central VaUey Project Improvement Act of
1992 (CYP1A), Title 34 (Public Law 102-575).

We believe that the EIS/EJR is an appropriate document to fully evaluate long-term alternatives for
release of the 50.000 af which will be consistent with fisher)- restoration efforts in the Trinity River basin.
While the 50,000 af was cleanly intended for economic benefit and development within the area-of-origin,
it need not be at the expense of our valuable fishery resources. Opportunities may exist to provide
conjunctive use of ihe 50,000 af to enhance rather than detract from fisheries. In addition, conditions for
repayment of the past 35 years of noncompliance wilh the requirements of the 1955 Act and state water
permits should be considered, along with issues such as water banking and evaluation of carryover
storage at Trinity Lake pursuant to Section 3406(b)(19) of the CVPIA.

Commercial \duicwaic* Ux>Liiig uu the Trinity River has Increased 1000% (.see attached graph prepared
by Big Bar Ranger District of (he Shasta-Trinjty National Forest) since the "Lujan Decision" of May 8,
1991 in which Trinity River instream flows were increased to a minimum of 340,000 af/yeai. Personal
recreational use has climbed at a simjlar rate. Meanwhile, we a/c experiencing extreme economic
hardship due to poor returns of salmon, stringent fishing restrictions when fish are present, reduced
recreation at Trinity Lake due to CVP water exports, and reduced timber harvest due to listing of the
northern spotted owl. Release of the 50,000 af for Whitewater boating in 1995 and 1996 prior 10
completion of the EIS/EIR would do much to enhance our local economy while providing opportunities
to evaluate long-term release patterns for the 50,000 af. Our only requirement would be that the 50,000
af be matche-d by an equivalent reduction in exports to the CVP in order to maintain adequate carryover
storage at Trinity Lake for aJl CVP pioject purposes, especially during drought conditions.

We look forward to your response to our requests. We have attached background information, public
input and minutes of our hearings for your review. Please respond to us within 90 days so that \ve can
have adequate time to work with various tribes and agencies to prepare for release of the 50,000 af
during the dry season of J995.

Sincerely,

Trinity County Board of Supervisors

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
By..
S.V. Plowman, Chairman

Enclosures

cc: Hi.'mboldt County Board of Supervisors
Del None County Board of Supervisors
Hoopa Valley Business Council
Karuk Tribal Council
Yiuok Tribal Council
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Agendum / /22
Handout _EE

P.O. Box 1349 • Hoopi, Mltornh J5W« • (916) 625^211 HOOPA VALLEY TRIBE

_ , _ , , . _ *•«-'•' *>«ttlnji »o 1,1 « xDale Rlal ing, Sr. ^w^i»»,«hM60W|
Chairman

September 12,1994

Tom Stokely, Associate Planner
Natural Resources Division ^
Trinity County Planning Department./ ^ £*7 ^

Tost Office Box 2819 ^ fV * W &*, X| x
Weaverville, California ,-9^093,-2819 *&&* "*5«\> ^>

Subject Water in the Trrnity:River Basafî ''̂ ••SgS^!' '-- •"'">3
>\x •;s^4^':-: ~^**> • / / : •> .-^

Dear Mr. Stokely: '**$*%''' - ""^'':'^:--
^-•- A:W'' •. „?'.,>

The Hoopa Valley Tribe has prepared the following statement in response to the notice from
the Humboldt and Trinity County Boards of Supervisors soliciting comments on the effect of the
Trinity Division Act of 1955 on water supplies in theTrihity River basin. .'.-, *"~J >'•*$ . • •- • . . -.•• -.. . • • - . . . - . •••• '••

j *** . . - . ' ->• / " . . . . . .. ..x--*-^?.?. r.v-:.-'. • " . - • • -. ..'.'- -^
For-niorejhan-15/years'lhc-Hoopa-Valley Tribe has led the efforts to reverse the'devastating

effects on the ecqJogy:of ihe-Triniry Rivex caused by the construction and .operation of th'tfTrinity
«^. • • • f .< _ >* '_ - .< .^ i "\ f _'if .. ^ »vr L** _-_i'Vy*ntT»\" ..Tn- _ _• " ^j - VA^ •"'*'-•_!:'_ .'J -•'... •_ ««- ^ . " • " _ • • " j " , ^ .• *destnichon of

' the culhtre

• ••:i;»i-. - ' """• w-*"^**-^*^-^*^vrfjj.^'>^^~"7-h'.;v.f^>v;-J..^v:^^ ,"'-: .
rjhe Tribe has" fought to protect and Testore the"JTis1iery Jivstate and federal agencies, the

courts,rand.'th'e Uiii ted. Slates Congress. Amon&jhe' Tribe's successes is the .1991"cjecision of the
Interior Department to .revoke "Bureau of Reclkipatipn, ope luting.criteria and procedures that
diverted Upjo 90 pe'rce'nt:of the Trinity River' to ihe 'Central yaUeyr The Tribe ensure'cf thai the
DepartnK"nif>vp;ild ricrt backslide by persiiading^Congress toVeaffirm the'fe'deral trust/esponsibility
for the Tribe' fishery and legislate a 3^0,000 a ere "feet-mini mum annual release from JViniry
Reseivoir for the fishery.- At the Tribe's behest, the Congress' iUso directed the Secretary to complete

. .. , ,..-.:„.,. .......̂ --i .̂̂ .,.....-.-,-.. -: "-'—'—•-He fishery to levels of
final decision on that>»

% .JV V+ .f, S-ftJ »*' • *

The Tribe made a considerable invesmienf taaccomplish these objectives by establishing the
Hoopa Tribal Department of Fisheries. The Department has earned a reputation in the community
of resource managers and fisherits'saenrbls for extraordinary dedication, excellent research, end,'
perhaps most importantly, creative and constructive solutions to resource management in the
Trinity basin. Congress has acknowledged the Tribe's integral role in management of die Trinity
River by directing that Tribal representatives be made members of the Trinity River Basin Fish ar.d *
Wildlife Task Force and the Kkmath Fishery Management Council.

As the Boards of Supervisors and the public consider the question of additional water
supplies for the Trinity basin, it is essential that all interests recognize that Congress has established
tv/o distinct authorities governing the management of the Trinity Division. Section 2 of the Act of



August 12, 1955 (ch. 872, 69 Slat. 719), established two preconditions before water maybe
diverted to the Central Valley:

(1) water must be released annually in amounts sufficient to "uisure the preservation and
propagation of fish and wildlife*; and

(2) "not less than 50,000 acre-feet shall be released annually from Trinity Reservoir and
made available to Humboldt County and downstream water users."

The supplies of water needed for fish and wildlife are not to be subsumed in or otherwise
confused with the additional 50,000 acre-feet of water re-quired to be released for beneficial use in
the economies of Humboldt and Trinity Counties. The Hoopa Valley Tribe is a major contributor to
the economy of the North Coast and to the extent that its development needs entail use of Trinity
River water it is ent i t led to make use of that supply as well, although that amount of water in no
way can be considered as a limitation on the Tribe's as yet unquflntificd federal reserved water
right.

The Tribe looks forward to increased support from its neighbors in Humboldt and Trinity
Counties in its fight to promote the ecological health of the Trinity River and protect it from
unlawful and destructive diversions to the Central Valley.

Sincerely,

T1
tlAeG&fty

Vice-Chairman

t
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Agendum 1122
H a n d o u t FF

TRINITY COUNtY
_ PLANNING DEPARTMENT

• • 303 TRINITY L«iK£S BLVD.
P.O. BOX «19

AkTEAV-LRVTUX, CA 96093
<9l6i6i3-l.l52 FAX (916)633-1333

September 12, 1994

Background Information tor Humboldt/Trinity County Hearings on 50,000 Acre-Foof
Area-of-Origin Water RigM

The Tiiruty Division of ihc Centra] VaJley Project, consisting of Trinity. Lewiston and Whiskeytown Dams and
associated tunnels and powerplants, was approved by Congress on August 12,1955.

When Congress passed the 1955 Act. it contained a piovision providing flows for maintenance of the fishery in
tbc Trinity River during the months of July through November. The Act did not provide for any insiream flow
releases during the months oi December through June. The Act also contained a distinctly separate provision as

llows:JM

"Provided further, That not less than 50,000 af shall be released annually from the Trinity
Reservoir and made available to Humboldl County and downstream wafer users."

The 50.000 af provision was inserted into ihc 1955 Act during a July 14,1955 hearing by the Senate .only one
month before it was approved. During previous Congressional bearings on the Act, there was no mention of the
50.000 af. There was onJy a clause requiring the Secretary of the Interior to insure preservation and
propagation of fish £Jid wildlife through minimum flow re quire ments. The 50,000 af was referenced during the
Ju)y Senate hewing in a letter from Congressman Scudder as follows:

"When this bill was first proposed, the residents of Huroboldt aod DelNorte Counties objected to
the diversion of this river, as (here are water needs in tuose two counties for a certain amount of
the water that flows In the river. There was 'included in the bill a proviso that would maintain a
flow of water in the Trinity River during the months of July through November, sufficient to
maintain fish life.

The residents of the counties requested a provision be placed in the bill that would guarantee to
(hem sufficient water fo provide for their expanding economy.

Ycti will note the provision ou page 4, line 4 "that not less than 50,00 acre.-feet shall be released
unnual ly from (he Trinity Reservoir and made fnaiJablc lo Huroboldt County and downstream
wattr users."

This apparently will satisfy the downstream users, aud their objection lo the project as originally



in ,

•

proposed, has (hereby been removed." v: ;

Hearings on the bill in 1955 and 1954 contained a number of comments from Huuiboldt and Del Norte County
business inteiesti. residents and County Supervisors who opposed the project or, the grounds stated above in
Congressman Scuddcr's letter. Wood products manufacturing, mining, tourism, recreation, agriculture,
hydroelectric power, fisheries and ludian water rights were all U$M listed which would be impacted by
construction of the Trinity Division, and for which water should be reserved. Based on those comments, the
specific language in the 1955 Act and Congressman Scuddcr's letter, it is evident that Congress' intent was that
the 50.000 af be added to supplement the amount of water reserved to the basin, beyond the minimum flow
requirements for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife. Unfortunately, that was not what has
been carried out by the Bureau of Reclamation over the past 35 years.

In 1959, what is now the California State Water Resources Control Board issued 7 water right permits to the
Bureau of Reclamation for the Trinity Division. As a result of a protest by the California Department of Fish and
Game, instream flow releases for the fishery were provided in the permits for all 12 months of the year, with a
cumulative flow of 120,500 af/ye-ar, or a range of flows from 150 to 250 cubic feet per second. In addition to
the provision for fishery flows, each of the 7 water permits contained the following clauses:

'*9. Permittee shall release sufficient water from Trinity and/or Lewiston Reservoirs Into the
Trinity River so that not less than an annual quantity of 50,000 acre-feel will be available for the
beneficial use of Humboldt County and other downstream users."

"10. This permit shall be subject to the prior rights of the county {u which the water sought to
be appropriated originates to use such water as may be necessary for the development of the
county, as provide In Section 10505 of the Water Code of California."

As was the case for the 1955 Act, the water permit condition for fishery flows was separate from the 50,(
iuid Water Code Section J.0505 provisions. There was also no language limiting the use of the 50,000 af.
on this language and history, it seems most logical to interpret the provisions to allow downstream water users to
apply the allocated water as they see fit

The Trinity Division was completed in 1963 and since then has resulted in an average anoual diversion of
approximately 1 million acre-feet of "water from the Trinity River basio to the Sacramento River basin. The
average annual inflow of Trinity Lake is only 1.2 million af, so the historical diversions out of the basin have
amounted to nearly 90% of the historical inflow- to Trinity Lake. 1994 is no exception, as the Bureau of
Reclamation is diverting approximately 900,000 af of Trinity water to tbe Sacramento basin this year.

As a result of the loss 109 miles of steelbead aod salmon habitat behind tbe dams, as well as the loss of 90% of
ihe Trinity's flow at Lewiston, Trinity River salmon and steelhead populations plummeted to perilously low
numbers by the 1970's. In one year, only 17 steelhead returned to the Trinity River Hatchery. Because of public
outcry over the death oflhe river a,nd its once-abundant fishery, the Trku'ty River Task Force was formed in the
\970's. The Task Force began evaluating higher flows for the fishery, arid, in 1981, Interior Secretary Cecil
Aiidru.5 increased Trinity River instream fishery flows from 120,500 af up to 340,000 af. v/ith a requirement for
cutbacks in dry and critically dry years. Andrus ?Jso ordered a 12-year flow evaluation study by the U.S. Fish
i\nd Wildlife Service to make a recommendation to the Secretary on permanent insucam flows foi res-torst'ion of
the fishery'- The Flow Evaluation Study began in 1984.
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1, as a result of an administrative appeal filed by the Hoopa Valley Tribe, Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan
Trimly River fishery flows to a minimum of 340,000 al/year, without any cutbacks for dry yean,. He

a/tinned the 12-year flow evaluation study, which is scheduled for a recommendation to the Secretary in

In 1992, Congress passed the Central Valley Project Improvement Act, which contained a clause codifying the
1 Lujr-ij) Decision" for a minimum of 340,000 af/year for insircam fishery flows as well as the 12-year flow
evalua t ion study with the 1996 recommendation to the Secretary. Unless the Hoopa Valley Tribe agrees
otherwise, never again will the Trinity Rher go back lo annual flows of 120,500 af/year.

Throughout all of Ihls, not one drop of the 50,000 af has ever been released in addition to fishery flows.
In 1974. as a result of inquiries from those concerned about the lack of instream flows and it impacts on the
fisher)', the Bureau of Reclamation issued a legal opinion stating that

"...since the purpose of the Division is lo provide as ruuch water as possible to Ibe Central Valley...
the 50,000 acre-feet referred to in the last proviso of Section 2 should be construed to include the
water necessary to maintain minimum specified flows for fish preservation and propagation rather
than being considered to be in addition to such flows." (Memorandum from Assistant Regional
Solicitor Rita Singer to Regional Director, Sacramento, July 1,1974).

That legal opinion was reaffirmed in. later correspondence from the Bureau of Reclamation to the U.S. Fish and
\Vildlifc-. Service (Memorandum from Regional Solicitor Charles Renda to Field Supervisor, Division of

ogical Services, USFYVS, January 21,1977) and the Trinity County Board of Supervisors (Letter from
onal Director David Houston to Patricia Garrett, Chairperson Trinity County Board of Supervisors, January

198S). More recently, the Trinity County Board of Supervisors requested on February 15,1994 that baseline
flows for the Trinity River being evaluated ic the Programmatic EIS for the Central Valley Project Improvement
Act be 390,000 af/year (340,000 for fish plus "50,000 for Huraboldt County and downstream users"). No
response was received to that request, and the baseline flows being evaluated are 340,000 af, not 390,000 af.

The lime is now upon the counties of Huroboldt and Trinity to make a rightful claim to the 50,000 af. The Stare
Water Resources Control Board will be issuing a precedent-setting water permit for 870 af/year to be pumped
from the Trinity River at Douglas City by the Weaverville Community'Services District. Issuance of the water
permit is contingent upon release of additional water from Trinity and Lewiston Dams by the Bureau of
Reclamation, as required in conditions 9 and 10 of the 1959 water permits.

We also have an Interior Secretary, Bruce Babbitt, who may be receptive to releasing the 50,000 af. However, i:
is evident that the Central Valley Project water and power users will vigorously fight our efforts to gain what
w?.s promised 39 years ago and never delivered. It is also clear thai Bruce Babbitt will not give this to us on a
si'vcr plat ter . We will have to demonstrate the need for it and probably have to comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act.

The 12-ycAr flow evaluation study is nearly complete. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service arid the Hoopa V'r-Jky
Tiibe a:e co-lead agencies for in Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report which will
accompany their recommendation to the Secretary in 1996 on Trinity River flows and fishery restoration

-c-ie-cts. If we are ever able to obtain release of the 50,000 af, the- environmental impacts of providing the
ater will probably need to be evaluated In that EIS/EIR. In order to have the impacts of releasing the 50,000



af cvAluaied, l lumboldt and Trinity Counties and oihen must &ik for it during upcoming scoping hearings on the
EIS/EJR. In ordtr for (he two counties to request release of this water in additloo to (he flows necessary for (he
fishery, there nteds to be justification for its release and a specific flow schedule to evaluate.

Some of the impacts of releasing an addiiional 50.000 .if 1010 the Trinity River which will need to be evaluat
include impacts on Central Valley Project water and power users, impacts ou Trinity Lake carryover storage,
impacts en Sacramento River fisheries. Necessary mitigation measures might be o'tablisrunent of minimum
cairyover storage at Trinity Lake and a reduction in Trioiiy Rivei diversions to the Sacramento River.

What we ask is that you state your name, your address and your interest in the Trinity River. We would then like
you to state the amount and timing of Trinity River water you currently use or anticipate to use in the future. If
you have information on the economic benefits, of your use of the Trinity River, please give us that information
for (he record so that we can pass it on to the Boards of Supervisors for (heir consideration. The Trinity County
Planning Department and the Humboldt County Fish and Game Advisory Commission will be making
recommendations to the two Boards of Supervisors on this issue. The Del None County Board of Supervisors
will also be asked to support this effort with Humboldt County and Trinity County.

If you have written comments to submit, please submit them to no later than October 31, 1994 to the address
below. Written comments are encouraged.

Trinity County Planning Department
Natural Resources Division
Attention: Tom Siokely
P.O. Box 2819
Weaverville, CA 96093-2819

Comments can be E-mailed to: tora.stokely@unet.oig

t



A g e n d u m / /23

H a n d o u t GG

Preliminary Assess meat of Increased KJamath River Flows
for Salmon During the Late Summer and Fall of 1994

November 1994

David A. Vogel
Keilh R. Marine

VogeJ Environruental Services
21600 Wilcox Road

Red Bluff, California 96080



D A V I D 2 E P P O N I

EXECUTIVE S U M M A R Y

An investigation was conducted during late summer and early fall of 199-4 to assess the effects of
increased flows on faJl-am chinooK salmon in the mainstem Klamath River downstream of Iron
Gate Darn. The U S Bureau of Reclamation increased river flows in late August 1994 in
response to demands by lower Klamath River Indian Tnbes The anticipated benefits of the
increased flows were assumed by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to. 1) provide fall-run chinook
passage at Ishi Pishi Falls in the mainstem, 2) cool mainstem water temperatures for the benefit of
salmon, and 3) provide salmon access into principal tributaries

Because of the anticipated significant adverse impact to limited water supplies in the upper
Klamath River basin and the concern for potential adverse impacts to salmon as a result of the
decision to increase mainstem Klamath River flows, an investigation of the lower river salmon
issues was initiated by the KJamath Basin Water Users Association This effort was undertaken as
one component of a program to determine if water supplies in the KJamath River basin were
being effectively utilized for fishery resource protection. It was also expected that results of the
lower river investigation would be valuable in providing scientific informatioD which could be
utilized to improve future management of KJamath River water resources. Each of the three
primary purposes for the increased flows was assessed. Because mainstem flows were increased
on short notice (i.e., less than 12 hours), traditional techniques to evaluate potential problems for
mainstem fish passage could not be employed (e.g., hydraulic measurements). Therefore, fish
passage at Ishi Pishi Falls was evaluated by comparing historical hydrologic records for periods
exJiibiting low-flow conditions with salmon trapping data at Iron Gate Hatchery upstream of the
falls during relevant periods Salmon access into the principal tributaries was assessed through
reconnaissance-level surveys at and near their confluences with the mainstem Klamath River. The
temporal instream physical habitat suitability for salmon in two of the principal tributaries was
evaluated by monitoring hourly instream water temperatures and daily flow records. Mainstem
water temperatures were evaluated by monitoring hourly water temperatures in specific river
reaches during periods when salmon were present in the river.

Results of the investigation demonstrate that the anticipated benefits to salmon resulting from
increased flows from Iron Gate Dam in late August were not realized The net result of the
increased flows during late August could have been ultimately detrimental to 1994 fall-run
chinook in the KJamath River. The specific timing and magnitude of Iron Gate Dam releases in
1994 do not appear to have been justified when examined in context with environmental
conditions present in the river system at that time and natural biological parameters. The premise
of anticipated benefit to Klamath River salmon derived from sudder, increased reservoir releases in
the summer during drought conditions warrants reconsideration by examining factors affecting
salmon in a holistic perspective rather than only isolated suspect factors

Historical records demonstrated that salmon access into the upper river occurred during prior
drought years and low-flow conditions which provided indication that the specific magnitude and
timing of mainstem reservoir releases in late AuL'ust and early September 1994 were not needed at
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specific time to benefit salmon migration to their spawning grounds Increasing mainstem
later in the season (e g , late September or October) could be a justifiable management

action to benefit salmon. However, the potential benefits of this action cannot be determined
without empirical measurements of hydraulic characteristics in the mainstem river at Ishi Pishi I
Falls, biological surveys in upstream reaches during critical salmon migration periods, or an i
instream flow field investigation. "

There-was no evidence of appreciably improved water temperatures for salmon resulting from
increased, sustained Iron Gate flows in late August and early September We believe this action . :
resulted in either no temperature-related benefit to salmon or was detrimental to the 1994 fall
chinook salmon run. Initial increased reservoir releases appear to have slightly increased water
temperatures in the Iron Gate Dam releases. No water temperature cooling trend in response to
increased dam discharge was evident. Gradual cooling of water temperatures throughout the ;

Klamath River was attributable to normal seasonal declines in ambient air temperatures, not river '
flow. If the increased flows from Iron Gate Dam during late August and early September resulted I
in attracting more salmon up the river at that time, more fish were probably exposed to i
unfavorable thermal conditions for maturing salmon than if the flows had been increased later in
the season. Despite the substantial flow increase in late August, there were no portions of the
upper river reaches where optimal temperatures for salmon existed during September. Our data
demonstrate that if increased flows were necessary to benefit salmon during the fall of 1994, the

crease should have occurred during late September or October after normal seasonal declines in
lir temperatures cooled river flows.

The anticipated benefits to salmon by increasing mainstem river stages at the Shasta River and
Sccrt River confluences did not occur. Factors other than mainstem flow have an overriding
influence on salmon access into these tributaries Because water temperatures and instream flows
ui these tributaries were hostile to maturing salmon at that time of year, providing access for
salmon into the tributaries in late August through September was moot.

Except for an as-yet-undefined specific reservoir release necessary for adequate mainstem
instream flow for salmon, several physical and biological factors which have an overriding
influence on the overall fall-run chinook migration and spawning success in the Klamath River are
suggested. Among these include, seasonal ambient air temperature effects on riverine water
temperatures, longitudinal gradations of mainstem salmon habitat, influence of mainstem
reservoirs on water temperatures in reaches downstream of the reservoirs, seasonal timing of
instreain flows and habitat conditions in the principal tributaries, and natural timing of salmon
reproductive physiological events and spanning activities.


